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Abstract 
The present work is a study of the connections between Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles 
and ethnic reconciliation according to Eph. 2. It begins by assessing previous scholarly tradition whose 
hermeneutical 'grid' has been derived from the philosophy of dialectics or the Protestant Reformation. 
The 'new perspective(s) on Paul', however, shifts our perspective back to first century Judaism and 
enables us to penetrate fully into the historical context of first century Jews and Judaism. We have taken 
pains to describe some of the relevant Jewish features and demonstrated them by focussing particularly 
on Eph. 2 and attempting to set it as fully as possible into its historical context. The uncontroversial a 
priori of Jewish context conceals many explosive issues: how much was our author influenced by 
Jewish ideas? Does he wish to speak about his Gentile addressees from a Jewish perspective? Does his 
status as a Jew also create for him a convenient 'pre-text' so that he could reiterate the perspective of 
other Jews about the Gentiles in his representation of it? These questions are addressed in this study. 
We have paid attention to the question of 'representation' or characterization and suggested 
that ethnography provides a way into the author's statements about the Gentiles: it aids the author to 
heighten the boundary between Jews and Gentiles and to underscore the negative valence which is 
attached to the Gentiles. The author's ethnographic statements enable us to show the way in which the 
language of 'powers' had become for our author a means of dividing human groups, establishing the 
differences between them and suggesting wherein their 'otherness' lies (Eph. 2.2). These statements and 
the negative verdict which the author passes on the Gentiles represent but a preamble to the author's 
arduous effort to surmount the social distance between Jews and Gentiles. This is made most evident in 
his rhetoric of admission and conciliation in which he lays bare the fact that the Jews (himself included) 
were in no better position than the Gentiles who are 'sub-let' to the 'powers', although the idea of 
Israel's status was never put in question (2.3). His aim is to evoke the need for the promptings of divine 
grace and love toward humankind (2.4-10). We also seek to show that Ephesians does not consist of a 
polemic against meritorious works. 
We have taken pains to demonstrate that the author of Ephesians has adopted a subtle 
approach in unraveling the exclusivistic Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles. His characterization of the 
Gentiles reveals a distinctively Jewish perspective, and, more importantly, tells us much about the Jews 
(2.1 l-13a). We also show that the Gentiles were estranged by the Jews and that the estrangement can be 
best explained by the hypothesis that the Gentiles were perceived by the Jews through the 'grid' of 
covenantal ethnocentrism. The task of the author at this point is to exhibit his de-constructive strategy 
which provides a resolution to one of the thorniest issues regarding two ethnic groups: can Jew and 
Gentile, the two estranged human groups, be one {people ofGod)! And if so, howl 
We then go on to consider the way in which an exclusive, ethnic-oriented 'body politic of 
Israel' is transposed into an inclusive community-body. We pointed out that a major weakness with 
previous treatments of Ephesians has been a lack of appreciation for the close connections between the 
exclusive Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles and the author's encomiastic statements about Christ 
(2.14-18). Previous scholarship has also been substantially hampered by its attempt to 'discover' a 
preformed material in Eph. 2.14-18, failing to recognise the discussion in Eph. 2.11-13 which sets the 
parameters for understanding Eph. 2.14-22. Rather than a 'parenthesis' or 'digression', which is 
tangential to the primary design of the author's argument, we suggested that Eph. 2.14-18 can be best 
read as an amplificatio through which the author has set in comparison with the magnanimity of Christ 
the Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles (w. 1 lb-12). What becomes immediately clear in his attempt to 
accentuate Christ's magnanimity toward humankind is that this attempt was prompted by the Jewish 
tendency to exclude. The author maximises the expedient, noble act of Christ who brings peace to an 
estranged humanity and surmounts the social distance between Jews and Gentiles, and whose death has 
in his perception provided a new framework, i.e. pax Christi within which mutual acceptance or 'the 
oneness of spirit* between Jews and Gentiles may then be filled out (v. 18; cf. 4.1-6). Such community-
enhancing metaphors as 'one new man', 'one body' and 'one spirit' signalled the importance of 
ouo voice and were introduced to put the exclusive Jewish 'body politic' and Jewish conception about 
humankind in question, but they never question the legitimacy of Israel as God's choice or replace 
Israel. 
Some vital implications of Christ's reconciling work for the Christian Gentiles and, not least, 
for their relation to Israel are considered in the penultimate chapter of this study. Two major topoi from 
ancient political theorists and from the Jewish Temple are introduced by the author to surmount the 'us-
them' divisions, to forge the idea of sameness and to consolidate a close relationship of Gentiles with 
other members of an inclusivistic community. Although the author could readily suggest that Gentiles 
have become fellow-citizens with 'Israel' (2.19; cf. 2.12), he nevertheless refrained from making this 
suggestion. The fact is that the meaning of Israel had been hijacked, transcoded and turned into an 
ethnically-based 'body politic' (f\ jtoXvreia xoft 'Iopa^X). But with 'the holy ones' (2.19), the author 
can redefine the relationship of the Gentiles to the Israel of God afresh. 
We round off our present study by considering the implications which our present study may 
have for future research on Ephesians. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
1.1 The Problem 
One of the crucial but almost neglected questions in New Testament research 
is that of the Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles in the epistle to the Ephesians. The 
main reason for the neglect of this ethnic factor, unfortunately, has been the uncritical 
reading of some of the statements about the Gentiles in Ephesians itself, which I hope 
to rectify in the present study. Still more importantly, the neglect of the factor is 
closely associated with the hermeneutical 'grid' through which Pauline Christianity 
was portrayed. A brief comment on the framework mentioned above is appropriate. 
New Testament scholarship on Pauline Christianity since the second quarter of 
the nineteenth century, as widely recognised, has been dominated largely by the 
philosophy of dialectics, epitomized by the works of Hegel. The founder of the 
Tubingen School, F. C. Baur, and a chorus of scholars who depended upon this 
philosophy, had read the history of earliest Christianity in dialectic terms.1 Baur and 
his followers, as we shall see, have had a continuing sway in subsequent New 
Testament scholarship not only in the area of Paul's earlier letters but also in such 
letters as Ephesians. The heritage of the dialectic philosophy, with which Baur was 
associated, may also account for the tendency to interpret Pauline Christianity in terms 
of conflict between Jews and Gentiles or between Jewish Christianity and Hellenistic 
Christianity (see my review of Percy and Fischer below).2 Suffice it to say that works 
1 Baur, Paul, 59, 125-128; cf. idem, History, 43, 61, 122-128 ['Christianity as a universal principle of 
salvation: the conflict between Paulinism and Judaism, and its adjustment in the idea of the catholic 
church']. 
2 The dichotomy between 'law' and 'faith', a theological presupposition of much Lutheran scholarship, 
often exhibits logical similarity with the dialectic theory. 
of the proponents of this school of thought reveal a fundamental problem of the 
paradigm. With its emphasis on 'conflict' or ecclesiastical polemic, the paradigm 
mentioned above has led in no small degree to the underestimation of other factors 
which are germane to our understanding of Pauline Christianity. Indeed the major 
deficiency of the foregoing paradigm is its failure to penetrate more fully into the 
historical context within which the Pauline letters were written and to which these 
letters were addressed. But with the introduction to New Testament studies of the 
'new perspective on Paul', it has now become quite clear that an opportunity to 
reconsider the question of Pauline Christianity, and more importantly to set the epistle 
to the Ephesians within the 'new perspective', can now be undertaken. The works of 
E. Sanders (1977) and J. Dunn (1988, 1990)3 in particular have been valuable 
contributions in this direction. 
Sanders has built up a different presentation of Palestinian Judaism at the time 
of Paul from a massive analysis of much of the relevant Jewish literature for that 
period. His main contention is that Judaism during the Second Temple period has 
always been first and foremost a religion of grace, with human obedience understood 
as response to that grace. He has shown with sufficient weight of evidence that for the 
first-century Jew, Israel's covenant relation with God was fundamental: God had 
chosen Israel to be his peculiar people, to enjoy a special relationship under his rule. 
The covenant had been given by divine initiative. The law had been given as an 
expression of this covenant and provided the framework for life within it (thus, 
'covenantal nomism').4 The perspective-shifting work of Sanders is hailed by Dunn, 
who has made a fresh assessment of Paul, i.e. his earlier letters (i.e. Romans and 
3 Dunn, Romans 1 -8, lxiii-lxvi; idem, 'New Perspective,' 183-214. 
4 Sanders, Paul, 75, 420, 544. 
2 
Galatians) and theology with the new perspective.5 One of the values of the 'new 
perspective' is that it allowed the fundamental problem of the relationship of 
Christianity to Judaism to reemerge on centre stage.6 It also allowed exegetes to 
penetrate inside the historical context, a major part of which is the self-understanding 
of Jews and Judaism in the first century, and the life setting in which Paul's letters 
were first read and heard.7 We may add that one of the benefits we can gain from fresh 
insights provided by the 'new perspective' is that of a greater critical distance from the 
methodological presuppositions of Baur and his successors. 
The present study seeks to bring the significance of the 'new perspective' to 
bear on Ephesians, in the hope of being able to read Ephesians within the context 
which it provides (see my discussion in Chapter 2 below). It is my contention that 
previous work on Ephesians has seriously undermined the degree of continuity 
between Israel and the church which it expresses. The 'new perspective' mentioned 
above has given us an opportunity to look at some of the old issues afresh. What is the 
relation of the author's theology to that of first-century Jews and Judaism? What 
picture of Judaism can we draw, from the writing of Ephesians? Was Judaism simply 
the foil of the author's theology of the church? How does he relate the church to 
Israel's heritage in terms of continuity and discontinuity? To what extent do we see a 
distinctively Jewish view of the Gentiles? Do we easily see Jewish atitudes toward the 
Gentiles in Ephesians? What was at issue between Jews and Gentiles? It is my 
conviction that these questions can be understood only i f the historical context of first 
century Jews and Judaism is fully appreciated. 
5 For Dunn's reappraisal of Sander's 'new perspective', see his, 'New Perspective,' here 186-188; cf. 
idem, Romans 1-8, lxvi; idem, Galatians; idem, TPA, esp. 335-340. 
6 Dunn, TP A, 335-340. 
7 Dunn, Romans 1-8, xiv-xv. 
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1.2 Justification of the Present Study 
Despite the fact that Ephesians has been the locus of intense scholarly interest, 
and, with reference to 2.11-22 in particular, a lively arena of debate, no full-scale 
treatment of the theme of Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles and ethnic 
reconciliation in Eph. 2 against the backdrop of the Jewish perspective has yet been 
undertaken. The present study is thus an endeavour to f i l l that gap. Before proceeding 
with an account of the Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles, which takes into account 
the ethnic factors and the issue of ethnic reconciliation closely associated with it, a 
review of some of the major contributions of previous scholars would be appropriate. 
The scholarly investigation of our letter is quite vast, and an adequate 
treatment of its history would require a sizeable monograph.8 For our present purposes 
only the studies of representatives of the major hypotheses wil l be reviewed. In 
addition to this, most of the arguments and counter-arguments advanced in these 
hypotheses do not concern us except in three respects, in the hope that this will help 
us to gain some orientation in what is otherwise a baffling mass of conflicting 
theories. First, we are interested; in what has already been said in these studies about 
the Gentiles and Jews in Ephesians. Secondly, we are also interested in the virtual 
absence of reference in such studies to the purpose of Ephesians against the backcloth 
of the Jewish perception of the Gentiles which is the chief concern of this study. 
Thirdly, we are concerned with the virtual absence of reference in such studies to the 
connections between Jewish attitudes toward Gentiles and ethnic reconciliation. 
8 Useful surveys of scholarship can be found in Merkel, 'Diskussion,' 3157-3246; Rader, Hostility; 
Schnackenburg, 'Exegese,' 467-491; Bruce, Ephesians, 229-246; Moore, 'Ephesians,' 163-68; Lincoln, 
'Church,' 605-624; Schnelle, History, 299-314. 
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1.2.1 A 'Gentile Christianity' Drifted from its Mooring in the Jewish Tradition? 
There is an influential school of thought which suggests that Ephesians 
addressed a concrete crisis created by the success of 'Gentile Christianity' and its drift 
from its moorings in the Jewish tradition. The influence of this is well illustrated in 
the works of E. Kasemann and a chorus of scholars who followed this theory. 
Kasemann9 assumed that the specific historical situation addressed by the 
author of Ephesians is disclosed by Eph. 2.1 I f f . He argues that the letter/tractate was 
written to urge the Gentile Christian majority to accept a Jewish Christian minority 
and to retain its ties with the ancient Hebrew tradition. What was mentioned as a 
possibility by Paul in his earlier letter (i.e. Rom. 11.17ff.) has now become an 
actuality: Gentile Christians are looking with disdain upon Jewish Christians. The 
thought-provoking thesis of Kasemann thus envisions a situation in which Gentile 
Christians were feeling a certain unease about the historical linkage of their faith with 
Israel and were rejecting the Jewish Christians' emphasis on salvation history. He thus 
theorises that the Gentiles were looking to some timeless gnostic myths about creation 
and redemption to f i l l the vacuum created by this rejection of the Old Testament. The 
net result of this move was not only a severance of Gentile Christianity from its 
historical moorings but an effective dissolving of Christian community, since, 
according to Kasemann, Gnosticism is a religion which had little room for the notion 
of a church/community.10 This accounts for the author's insistence on the place of the 
9 Kasemann, 'Ephesians,' 288-297; idem, Perspectives, 109-110. 
1 0 There has been a long tradition of speaking of Ephesians as countering a pre-Christian Gnostic 
soteriology/christology. See e.g. Pokorny, 'Gnostische Mysterien,' 160-194; cf. idem, Gnosis, 82ff. 
Pokorny, however, has argued with some hesitation in his later work, cf. idem. Epheser, here 22-24. 
Since Schlier's Christus (1933), much of the discussion of Ephesians has centered upon the relationship 
between Ephesians and Gnosticism (145); cf. Kasemann, Leib, 145; Fischer, Tendenz, 173-200; 
Conzelmann, Epheserbrief, 87; Lindemann, Epherserbrief, 121; Koster, Introduction, 267-272, argued 
that 'Ephesians was unable to enter into a theological controversy with Gnosticism, for it was from 
Gnosticism that the author drew the theological categories that made his universalism possible' (271). 
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church as the new creation, and his bringing Jews and Gentiles into one body where 
each needs the other not only in the cosmos but in history. The author of Ephesians 
therefore offers a sustained apologetic for the necessity of the church as a historical 
entity in which the Gentiles in particular have their place as part of redeemed creation 
with links connecting them to Israel.11 
Kasemann also sees the ecclesiology of Ephesians as typical of an 
institutionalised Christianity which had subordinated christology to a 'high' view of 
the church.12 In this way, he is able to acknowledge an important development of 
Pauline theology in the ecclesiology of Ephesians, and relegates Ephesians to a post-
Pauline era when a degenerated form of the apostle's theology set in. 
It must be said that Kasemann's assertion, presumably driven along by the 
force of his internal dialogue (i.e. between his reading of Ephesians and himself), 
despite its increasing detachment from the author's own emphases, is made with no 
exegetical backing. His thesis that at the time when Ephesians was written, the 
'concrete situation' was that 'the Gentile Christians were pushing the Jewish 
For an overview of how the recent history of interpretation has sought the key to Ephesians in Gnostic 
background, see esp. Merkel, 'Diskussion,' 3176-3195; cf. Arnold, Ephesians, 7-13; Bruce, Ephesians, 
236. " __„'•) 
1 1 Kasemann, 'Epheserbrief;' 518; cf. idem, 'Ephesians,' 291; idem, Perspective, ch. 5, esp. 109-110. 
1 2 For the development of the Pauline movement in terms of 'ongoing process of institutionalization in 
the early church', see esp. MacDonald, Pauline Churches (1988). MacDonald contends that the stage of 
development evident in Ephesians is 'community-stabilizing institutionalization', reflecting notably the 
'social situation in the Pauline sect after the disappearance of the Apostie' in which the issue 
concerning the means through which Gentiles enter the body of those being saved, characteristic of 
those early community-building days, had been resolved (89, 155). MacDonald's thesis is based on the 
assumption that the unity of Gentiles and Jews is a fait accompli: the concern was then to harmonize in 
the predominantly Gentile church relations between Gentile Christians and the Jewish Christian 
minority (95, 155). The obvious merit of MacDonald's study is that the 'body' language is transposed 
into a sociological terminology which enables her to claim that the transformation of 'the symbol of the 
body' may be related to a need to underline the authority of Christ and of the 'authority structures' in 
order to stabilize community life (156). The second half of MacDonald's statement, however, is ill-
judged. To be sure, MacDonald's thesis lacked a convincing survey of the Jewish perspective against 
which the 'body' symbol was brought to view. The same failure is also reflected in her treatment of the 
motif of heavenly enthronement: Is MacDonald correct in suggesting that the motif is introduced to deal 
with 'an awareness of the delay of the parousia'? (149-153, esp. 153). MacDonald's reconstruction of 
the social reality underlying Ephesians and of the realized aspect of eschatology leaves us wondering 
Christians aside' is difficult to prove.13 The reasons why the continuity of the people 
of God (Israel) was thwarted and therefore needed to be energetically stressed must be 
sought elsewhere. 
P. Sampley also contends that Gentile Christianity is threatening to lose its 
connection with Jewish Christianity.14 He concludes that the use of the OT in the 
letter reflects the author's intention to reply to Gentile Christians who were in danger 
of divorcing themselves from their Jewish-Christian heritage.15 R. Martin argues that 
in a church predominantly made up of Gentile Christians the danger presented a new 
face: it was not that Gentile believers will succumb to Judaising practices (such as 
circumcision). Rather the threat was that Gentile Christians should want to cast off all 
association with the Old Testament faith and disown their origins in Israel's salvation 
history. Thus, the Gentiles need a salutary reminder that 'salvation is of the Jews' and 
that Paul's 'salvation history' theology never displaced the significance of Israel as the 
people of God who have now come to ful l realisation in the 'one body' of a world-
wide church in the author's day. For Martin, 'the separation of Christianity and 
Judaism is recognised; Jewish Christianity has passed into history as a once-posed 
threat to the audience of Ephesians';16 and the 'recall' to that continuity is the main 
theme in Eph. 2: 11-22.17 D. Smith, like Martin, finds in Ephesians a Gentile 
Christianity which was threatening to lose its connection with Jewish Christianity, but 
he argues that the author refers to certain 'Gentile-Jewish-Christians' who displayed 
whether the 'social situation' of the communities can be fully appreciated without giving Jewish 
attitudes toward the Gentiles their due weight. 
1 3 Kasemann, Perspectives, 110. 
1 4 Sampley, Flesh 160. 
1 5 Sampley, Flesh, esp. 158-163. 
1 6 Martin, Reconciliation, 160. 
1 7 Martin, Reconciliation, 160. 
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contempt toward natural Jews who have become Christians.18 These Christians were 
syncretistic in disposition representing 'a fascinating synthesis of esoteric elements 
drawn from Judaism, Christianity and Hellenistic religion in general'.19 
It may fairly be claimed that Kasemann and others depend too heavily upon 
the theory which is pioneered by Baur who contends that the history of 'primitive' 
Christianity, like all human history, was determined by the interplay of human conflict 
and actually took place within the nexus of such an interplay.20 It has become quite 
obvious that the 'conflict' theory outlined above has exerted enormous influence on 
subsequent studies and spawned multiple permutations and hybrids. Nevertheless, the 
common deficiency of the studies outlined above is its failure to move beyond 
speculation about the negative attitude of Gentile Christians toward Jewish 
Christianity. Baur, Kasemann and others who followed in their footsteps have ignored 
the presence of obvious Jewish features which provide clues concerning the Jewish 
attitudes toward the Gentiles, let alone the author's representation of these attitudes. 
1.2.2 The Equalizing of the Gentiles with the Jews? 
Moving in a rather different direction from the theses outlined above, E. Percy 
has proposed a different kind of crisis which gave rise to the writing of Ephesians.21 
Like Kasemann, Percy also insists that Eph. 2.11-22 is the centre of the epistle, but he 
argues {contra Kasemann) that the passage in Eph. 2.11-22 is primarily a 
proclamation of Gentiles who participate in the promise of salvation in the same way 
1 8 Smith, 'Heresy,' 78-103. 
1 9 Smith, 'Heresy,' 103. 
2 0 See Kiimmel, History, 127-146, esp. 129-132. 
2 1 Percy, Probleme. 
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as the Jews ('daB die Heiden in gleicher Weise wie die Juden am Heil teilnehmen').22 
The prerequisite of the equal partnership is based on the Christ-event described in vv. 
14-15. Percy, who wrote in a pre-Sanders era, contends that the Law as the means of 
salvation is the sole obstacle which separated Jews from the Gentiles. Once this 
stumbling block is removed, their equal share in salvation wil l be gained.23 Yet Percy 
has given no real attention to the ethnic factor by which one may account for Jewish 
attitudes toward the Gentiles. More importantly, the connections between 
ethnocentrism and the need to stress the motif of equal partnership between Jew and 
Gentile are not adequately dealt with in Percy's monograph. 
1.2.3 Israel, Gentiles and the Church: Continuity or Discontinuity? 
A new stage in the discussion of Ephesians is marked by the well known 
hypothesis of M . Barth, who contends that the themes in Eph. 2 (esp. vv. 11-22) is the 
'naturalisation of the Gentiles'. He has argued in a very straightforward manner in a 
number of publications that there is only one people of God, Israel, of which Gentile 
Christians are members.24 He however maintained that the statement in Eph. 2.12 
describes 'a status of strangership' rather than 'an event leading to estrangement'. The 
expressions 'strangers and sojourners' (v. 19) is the authentic interpretation of 
Gentiles being 'excluded' from Israel. These terms prove that the Gentiles had not 
been 'naturalized'; the author does not intend to say that at an earlier moment they 
were 'expatriated'. Never before have the Gentiles been fellow citizens and members 
2 2 Percy, Probleme, 278-286, esp. 279; idem, 'Probleme,' 178-194, esp. 187-188, here 187. See also 
Mouton,'Communicative Power,'291. 
2 3 Percy, Probleme, 280. 
2 4 Barth, Wall, 122, 128; cf. idem, 'Conversion,' 3-24; idem, People, esp. 29-49; idem, 'Traditions,' 3-
25; idem, Ephesians 1-3, esp. 253-262. 
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of Israel.25 The naturalisation and adoption of Gentiles, according to Barth, 
presupposes the destruction of the wall, built up by an interpretation of the law 'in 
statutory ordinances', which separates the people of God from the nations.26 
Barth's approach is different from those studies mentioned in the foregoing 
section and begins to take the Jew-Gentile problem seriously. His basic concern is the 
identity of Israel as the one people of God, and the identity of Christianity which is to 
be defined in that light. However, the one significant issue that Barth has failed to 
clarify in his study of Ephesians is whether Israel could become so entangled with a 
particular ethnic identity that one can only speak of the 'naturalisation of the Gentiles' 
as tantamount to turning them into proselytes or an ethnically-based Judaism. Suffice 
it to say that Barth has given no real attention to the ethnic factors that had led to 
Gentiles being 'excluded' from the Israel of God. 
Barth's iaology', however, has come under severe attack in studies which opt 
for the theories of substitution in which Israel is replaced by the church. The church, 
according to some scholars, is the 'true Israel'.2 7 M. Rese, for example, has raised the 
issue of Israel and the 'relationship of church and Israel' in his essay entitled 'Die 
Vorziige Israels in Rom 9,4f. und Eph 2,12: Exegetische Anmerkungen zum Thema 
Kirche und Israel' (1975).28 He advances his study with the assumption that the views 
of 'Israel' in Rom. 9. 4f. and Eph. 2.12 are very different and writers of these letters 
have opposite views about the relationship between the church and Israel: 'Wahrend 
in Rom. 9,4f. direkt von den Vorzugen Israels gesprochen wird, geraten sie in 
2 5 Barth, People, 45-46; idem, Ephesians 1-3, 257. 
2 6 Barth, People, 46. 
2 7 E.g. Stuhlmacher, 'Peace', 182-200; Beck, Mature Christianity, 82, contends the anti-Jewish 
polemic that is present in Ephesians is 'not in virulent anti-Jewish statements but in the calm, 
characteristic of the formative and normative writings of most militant religions, that the new religious 
community succesfully and gloriously supersedes its antecedents' (82). 
2 8 Rese.'Vorzttge,' 211-222, esp. 219-222; cf. idem, 'Church, 19-32, esp. 23-29. 
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Eph.2,12 nur indirekt in den Blick, und zwar so, dafi die Heidenchristen an ihr 
Verhaltnis zu Israel in ihrer vorchristlichen heidnischen Vergangenheit erinnert 
werden' (italics his). 2 9 Rese then argues that the dark description of the Gentile 
Christians' past is nothing else than the dark background against which the bright 
present stands out all the more. In this bright salutary present there is no room for any 
thought about the unbelieving Israel. Something like the unbelieving and hardened 
Israel, whose existence and fate bothered and moved Paul in Romans 9-11, does not 
exist for the author of Ephesians. He concludes that Israel has found her genuine 
prolongation exclusively in the church of Jewish and Gentile Christians: 'Die 
Besonderheit Israels geht damit auf die Kirche Jesu Christi iiber und kommt deshalb 
auch nur indirekt zur Sprache. Nach Christus sind Kirche und Israel ein und dasselbe; 
das unglaubige Israel aber ist auBerhalb des Gesichtskreises der Kirche, ist schlicht 
uninteressant'.30 For Rese, the differences between Romans and Ephesians go beyond 
anything that might be explained simply as a result of differences between times and 
audiences addressed in these letters.31 
Rese's thesis so much hinges on his interpretation of the tiny phrase in Eph. 
2.12 (oxi fjte to) Kcupcp eKeivcp xcopic, XpiaxoO) that Christ is understood as 'not yet 
in his flesh' (der Zeit vor Christus).32 It is at this point that it becomes clear that 
Rese's thesis is inadequate as an explanation of the 'opposite views about the 
relationship between the church and Israel' in Romans and Ephesians. It is less than 
clear that the author's concern is the 'salvation-historical difference between Jews and 
2 9 Rese, 'Vorzuge,' 219; idem, 'Church,' 26. 
3 0 Rese, 'Vorzuge,' 222. 
3 1 Rese, 'Vorzuge,' 219. 
3 2 Rese, 'Vorziige,' 219, 222. Rese is not alone in this view: see e.g. Lincoln, 'Church,' 610, argues that 
the advantages of Israel 'pertain only to the time prior to Christ'; MuBner, Tractate 25; Bruce, 
Ephesians, 293-294; Roloff, Kirche, 240-241, et al. 
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Gentiles that was in force in the time before Christ'. 3 3 It is also far from true that the 
alleged 'opposite views' necessarily reflect the different viewpoints of the writers of 
the two letters (according to Rese, Paul and his pupil). Rese has taken Eph. 2.12 out of 
its original context (esp. v. 11!) and more importantly he has failed to ask whether the 
statements about the Gentiles in Eph. 2. 12 consist of 'echoic utterances' or the 
perception of other Jews about the Gentiles. What we miss in Rese's work, therefore, 
is a careful analysis of the Jewish perspective (or Judaism), on which our explanation 
of 'Israel's privileges which make up the past deficiencies of the Gentiles' (and the 
'differences' between Romans and Ephesians) ought to be based. 
A major challenge to Barth's notion of 'laology' is that of A. Lincoln. Writing 
on the church and Israel in Ephesians,34 Lincoln has rightly observed that the pericope 
in Eph. 2.11-22 stands parallel to 2.1-10. This is confirmed by a formal-analysis of the 
contrast schema of 'then' and 'now' which provides a major structural element for the 
pericopes of 2.1-10 and 2.11-22, respectively, and shapes also the key summarising 
3 3 Rese, 'Vorziige,' 220-221; cf. idem, 'Church,' 28. The emphasis on the 'salvation-historical 
difference between Jews and Gentiles' derives from Schlier's influence on Rese, see Schlier, Epheser 
120. Rese has, failed to see that in Eph. 2.11-12, itor£ and Tq> iccapcp eKEivcp %copi<; Xpiatofl are 
interchangeable denoting the 'time' before the conversion of Gentiles. As far as we can tell, the adverb 
Xtopvq is never used to designate the 'pre-incarnate' state of a person: see e.g. Gen. 46.26; Num. 16.49; 
Judge. 20.15, 17; lKg. 5.16; 1 Esdr. 4.17; 5.4; Jdth. 7.2; ; 5.8; Arist. 123. See further LSJ, s.v.; BAGD, 
s.v. See my discussion of Eph. 2. 12 in Chapter 3, section 3.3.1.2 below. 
3 4 Lincoln, 'Church,' 605-624; cf. idem, Ephesians, xliii-xliii; 'Theology,' 158-161. Lincoln also 
argues that Ephesians simply does not contain references to a specific setting or problems, and therefore 
other external data cannot be brought to bear in the same way as with other letters to build up a more 
detailed picture of the particular situation being addressed. The lack of specificity in Ephesians has 
prompted Lincoln to suggest an investigation of the communicative function of the letter through the 
letter's 'rhetorical situation', which, according to Lincoln, may help to avoid some of the pressures and 
frustrations imposed by the demand to discover immediately a specific historical life-setting: 'The 
rhetorical situation can be defined in terms of the rhetorical occasion to which the text is understood as 
a fitting response, and in terms of of the rhetorical problem or problems that the author has to overcome 
in order to win the recipients over to his or her point of view. Investigation of the rhetorical situation 
will not ignore the historical life-setting but directs attention first and foremost to what can be inferred 
both from the picture of the implied writer and recipients that emerge from a text and from the text's 
rhetorical genre and strategies' (lxxiv). Lincoln concludes that '[fjhe general aspects of the purposes of 
the letter which emerged from the analysis of its rhetorical situation indicate why Ephesians so easily 
transcends its original setting and has had such a broad and universal appeal' (Ixxxi, lxxiv-lxxix), cf. 
idem, 'Theology,' 79-83. 
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verse later (v. 19).3 5 He argues that the primary purpose of the 'then-now' schema 
(and therefore of the pericope of vv. 11-22) is not a general depiction of the 
relationship between Gentiles and Jews, nor is it primarily an answer to the question, 
'How can Jews and Christians (sc. Gentiles) be the eschatological people of God?' 
(contra Merklein), 3 6 nor is it even a discussion of the place of the Gentiles in the 
history of salvation. Instead, Eph. 2 involves a comparison between these particular 
Gentile readers' pre-Christian past in its relation to Israel's privileges, and to their 
Christian present in the church, on which attention is focussed at the end of the 
chapter in vv. 19-22. The mention of Israel, then, only functions as part of this 
comparison and serves the purpose of bringing home to the readers the greatness of 
their salvation.37 The irony in Lincoln's proposal, however, is that the more he speaks 
about the deprived status of the Gentiles against the backdrop of Israel's privileges,38 
the more distant/estranged the Gentiles and Israel have become. Lincoln also 
overstated the discontinuity of Israel and the church.39 His proposal gives very little 
attention to the question whether the author's statements about the Gentiles' past also 
tell us as much about the Jews a$ about the Gentiles. He has failed to ask whether the 
author of Ephesians also reveals the Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles by means of 
the 'then-now' schema, i.e. the mind-set that is not necessarily that of the author 
3 5 Lincoln, 'Church,' 608. Lincoln's 'schema' depends heavily on the work of Tachau, see his 
Ephesians, 84-88. 
3 6 Lincoln, 'Church,' 608, has misquoted Merklein's thesis: 'Wie konnen Juden und Heiden 
eschatologisches Gottesvolk sein?' (Christus, 28, 71,76), but see his Ephesians, 132. 
3 7 Lincoln, 'Church,' 609; idem, 'Theology,' 159. Lincoln's theory is very close to that of Dahl, 
'Gentiles,' 38, who writes: 'Ephesians simply reminds Christians Gentiles of their former status as 
excluded aliens in order to demonstrate the magnitude of the blessings which God in his mercy has 
extended to them'. Like Rese and MuBner, Lincoln reads the adverbial phrase 'apart from Christ' 
(Xcopvc, XpiaxoS) predicatively as the first of the Gentile Christians' former disadvantages (Ephesians, 
136). He concludes on the basis of this reading that 'whereas in Rom. 9-11 the advantages of Israel still 
play a role in the time after Christ, in Ephesians, in contrast... they pertain only to the time prior to 
Christ' (idem, 'Church,' 610, italics mine; see also 616). 
3 8 Lincoln, 'Church,' 616-617; idem, Ephesians, lxxvi. 
3 9 Lincoln, Ephesians, xciii. 
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himself, but which forms the basis of his argument, let alone some of the pertinent 
issues which are concealed in these attitudes.40 These issues, significant as they must 
be for our understanding of the purpose of Eph. 2, are not adequately dealt with in 
Lincoln's work. What appears to be most important for Lincoln is that the author of 
Ephesians has underlined the discontinuity in the relationship of Israel and the 
church.41 
Roman Catholic scholarship, on the other hand, continues to take the view that 
the author of Ephesians advocates a 'remnant theory', the basic tenet of which is that a 
partial continuity between the old and new peoples of God is maintained through Jews 
who believe in Christ. R. Schnackenburg, while devoting much space to the 
'relationship of Israel and the church' in his writing on the subject,42 does not 
however make ful l use of the evidence which throws light on the Jewish attitude 
toward the Gentiles. 
Moving in a different direction from that of Schnackenburg, H. Merklein 4 3 
raises an important question in his study of Eph. 2.11-18, namely that the passage is 
meant to be an answer to the question 'How can Jews and Gentiles be the 
eschatological people of God?' 4 4 He argues that the Church, the 'eschatological Israel' 
which has become the realm of salvation, is the answer to the question 4 5 Such 
4 0 See also Best, Ephesians2, 268, who concludes: 'AE (sc. The author of Ephesians) must have known 
there were unbelieving Jews yet says nothing about them' (268). 
4 1 Lincoln, 'Theology,' writes: 'What appears to be most important for the writer is to underline the 
discontinuity in the relationship [sc. to Israel]' (107, 133-134); cf. idem, 'Church,' 608, 615. 
4 2 Schnackenburg, 'Politeia,* 467-474; cf. idem, 'Bau,' 258-272; idem, 'Exegese,' 467-491; idem, 
Ephesians, 321-325. 
4 3 Merklein, Christus, esp. 16-61, 99-102, 63-65 (on w. 1-10); cf. idem, 'Komposition,' 79-102; idem, 
Amt, 118, 128; idem, 'Rezeption,' 26-69. 
4 4 Merklein, Christus, 28, 71. 
4 5 Merklein, Christus, 23. Merklein, 'Rezeption', claims that in Ephesians soteriology has become a 
function of ecclesiology in Ephesians (48, 62). He also claims that Ephesians 'does not write 
ecclesiology next to Christology, but rather an ecclesiological Christology' ('Rezeption,' 62). 
14 
expressions as 'in Christ' and 'far from Christ' are all ecclesiological formulae,46 and 
that the train of thought of Eph. 2 is utterly unequivocal i f one comprehends it under 
and from the author's concept of the Church or ecclesiological perspective.47 It is also 
from this perspective that the antithesis between Jew and Gentile, the relevance (or 
irrelevance) of such categories as the Jewish Law and other Israel's privileges all 
become discernible 4 8 As regards the connections between Israel and the Church, 
Merklein contends that 'Israel' denotes the 'Congregation of Israel' in the OT sense 
and at the same time the Church as the 'eschatological people of God', but insists that 
there is no constructive connection between the two entities.49 
There is some justification for such an interpretative move, and Merklein's 
'consistent ecclesiology' can provide a link between 'Israel' and the 'Church' as the 
people of God. There are, however, difficulties with Merklein's thesis as well. When 
asked, Why must the author then discuss the Church in terms of Israel i f there is no 
constructive connection at all between the two? Merklein concludes that 'to a post-
Pauline Gentile Christianity the salvation-historical provenance of the Church from 
Israel must be put before its eyes'.50 It is at this point that it becomes clear that 
Merklein's thesis is inadequate. For Merklein, 'Israel', alongside other distinctive 
features of Judaism (such as the Jewish Law, Jewish circumcision, etc), functions 
solely as a foil for the author's positive theology of the Church.51 The result of 
Merklein's study has left us wondering whether he has dressed up the Church as a 
separate entity from Israel. For us the salient question, is, does the author of 
4 6 Merklein, Christus, 21. 
4 7 Merklein, Christus, 99. 
4 8 Merklein, Christus, 23, 74; cf. idem, Amt, 128. 
4 9 Merklein, Christus, 21, 72-76, esp. 74. Merklein's definition of Israel has come under severe attack 
in Schnackenburg,'Exegese,'471. 
5 0 Merklein, Christus, 76. 
5 1 Merklein, Christus, 76-78. 
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Ephesians, as Merklein would like to think, attest a form of triumphalist ecclesiology 
in which the Church now 'sits upon' Israel, making Judaism obsolete? The more 
fundamental issues such as Why didn't (or couldn't) Jew and Gentile become the one 
people of God? is left unexplored in the work of Merklein. 
1.2.4 The Alienation between Jews and Christians? 
K. Fischer (1973) has offered an alternative reading to that of the theory of 
substitution. He embeds Ephesians in a very concrete historical situation: the apparent 
issues of the post-apostolic period being the alienation between Jews and Christians.52 
Of special interest to us is his argument that the solidarity of Jewish and Gentile 
Christians after Paul is broken down. A ramification of this is that it is no longer 
possible for Jewish Christians to confess Christ and simultaneously to continue living 
as Jews.53 Ephesians was written to address this crisis against the background of an 
increasingly sharp anti-Judaism among Gentile Christians who were in danger of 
repudiating the Jewish traditiori, advocating the equality of the Jewish Christian 
inheritance., within the predominantly Gentile community. Fischer argues that the 
thesis of Ephesians is clear and unequivocal: Israel is the people of God and has its 
covenant promises. The Gentiles had nothing. The church is not the continuation of 
Israel, a boundless Judaism, but the heir of Israel, of her promise and the covenants. 
The history of Israel is therefore also the history of the church.54 As regards the motif 
of continuity and discontinuity between Israel and church, Fischer contends that the 
church is in continuity with Israel's promise but in discontinuity with it in terms of 
5 2 Fischer, Tendenz, 79-94. 
5 3 Fischer, Tendenz, 210, also 93. 
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realisation. Repudiating the idea of the church as a 'third race', Fischer maintains that 
there is not one old and new people, but old and new covenant partners. Any contempt 
for the old covenant partners will then be a disdain of the love of God toward Israel.55 
The bedrock of Fischer's thesis is the assumption of the success in Gentile 
mission in the earliest church. Fischer (among many others) may be accused of 
concocting conflict between Jew and Christian which is not the concern of Ephesians. 
It is true that the emphasis on the oneness of the church may well suggest that there 
was tension between Jew and Gentile. However, it is less than clear that the alleged 
tension is necessarily the outcome of an increasing anti-Judaism disposition among 
Christian Gentiles. Fischer has paid no real attention to the Jewish features in 
Ephesians or attempted to read these features against the backcloth of Jewish 
perspective on Gentiles and, most importantly, he has failed to ask whether the author 
of Ephesians intended to expose the Gentiles to the exclusivistic Jewish attitudes 
toward them echoed in Eph. 2.1 If . 
Fischer is not alone in latching on to a supposed crisis in which unity between 
Jewish and Gentile Christians ir£ the church is threatened. His theory of 'a concrete 
crisis' is hailed by C. Roetzel, who goes so far as to suggest that the author of 
Ephesians uses Paul's name to argue for the inclusion of Jewish Christians in the 
community dominated by a Gentile majority without assimilation to the views of the 
latter: '[w]hile Paul had argued for the inclusion of Gentiles qua Gentiles, the author 
of Ephesians argues for the inclusion of Jewish Christians qua Jewish Christians'.56 
Roetzel concludes that the weakness of the form of spirituality advocated by the 
author is evident, for the unity he envisioned in transcending the 'Law of the 
5 4 Fischer, Tendenz, 80. 
5 5 Fischer, Tendenz, 81. 
17 
commandments' would necessarily lead to the assimilation of the Jewish Christians to 
the ways of Gentile Christianity.57 
Like Fischer, Roetzel does not present us with yet another novel view of the 
'relationship' between Gentile and Jewish Christians. His thesis that 'the author of 
Ephesians writes to urge the Gentile Christian majority to accept a Jewish Christian 
minority and to retain its ties with the ancient Hebrew tradition' is based solely on his 
conjecture of the 'climate of vehement i l l wi l l ' that affects that relationship.58 The 
issue before us is whether this 'climate' best explains the evidence. It is also less than 
clear that that relationship can be confidently hypothesized on the amount of 
information given in the letter itself or that Gentile attitude has become the focus of 
attention to any degree. The many Jewish features which allow us to understand the 
theme of 'attitude' from a perspective different from Roetzel are ignored and 
underplayed (e.g. 2.11-12; 4.17-19). 
In his more recent study of the relationship between Jews and Gentiles in the 
church, J. T. Sanders also opted for the view that Jews and Gentiles were the 'two 
denominations' which were not .United in the church and that 'the author regards the 
implication. of Christ's death to be that there should be unity in the church'.5 9 
Nevertheless, it is less than clear that Ephesians is meant to be an argument for 
corporate unity between Jews and Gentiles in the church.60 
5 6 Roetzel, Conversations, 142-143. 
5 7 Roetzel, 'Relations,' 88. 
5 8 Roetzel, Conversations, 141-142. 
5 9 Sanders, Schismatics, 200-201. 
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1.2.5 Ethno-Cultural Conflict between Jews and Greeks? 
E. Faust also envisions a specific situation in Asia Minor in his monograph 
Pax Christi et Pax Caesaris (1993). He advances his study of Ephesians with two 
basic assumptions: (1) Eph. 2.11-22 is meant to be understood against the background 
of a lively ethno-cultural conflict between Jew and Greek in Asia Minor, and (2) the 
issue in Eph. 2.14-16 (also 1.20-23; 2.19b; 4.15f.) is meant to be examined against the 
backdrop of the ideology of the dominion of the Roman imperialism which serves as 
an antithetical parallel to pax Christi.61 Faust starts out from these assumptions by 
arguing that the passage in Eph. 2.11-12 refers to the separation of the former Gentiles 
from Jews and their God: the Gentiles were regarded from the point of view of the 
Jewish Politeia as ethno-cultural aliens in the antique political sense, whereby socio-
political and cultic foreignness were coordinated.62 He also argues that Eph. 2.13 
portrays a 'Jewish theology of conversion' ('judische Konversionstheologie').63 More 
importantly, an imperial ideology is expressed in Eph. 2.14-18: namely, the peace-
making work of Christ betrays a structural analogy to that of the (Roman) emperor 
who is the leader/head and the/soul of the state and who inspires the right ethical 
attitude of peace on the part of his subjects (= the emperor's body).6 4 The finis ultimas 
of the author's argument is to portray Christ as an alternative model (i.e. pax Christi) 
to the integration of Jews in pax Romana, i.e. the 'intercultural unity of the overall 
empire'.6 5 
6 0 Roetzel, 'Relations,' 88; Sanders, Schismatics, 200; Mitton, Ephesians, 101. 
6 1 Faust has provided an impressive reconstruction of the relationship between Jew and Greek from the 
period of early emperors to Titus who reacted against Jewish nationalism which endangered the 
stability of the Roman empire (Pax, 226-279, 325-359). 
6 2Faust,Pax, 104, 111, 179. 
6 3 Faust, Pax, 111. 
6 4 Faust, Pax, 164-181, 280-314, 315-324, esp. 321. Faust contends that the Christ-hymn in Eph. 
2.14ff. can be paralleled in the Hellenistic encomium of the emperor (e.g. Philo, Leg. Gaium, 143-147). 
6 5 Faust, Pax, 372. 
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The following criticism, however, can be levelled against Faust's ingenious 
reconstruction of the ethno-cultural conflict of the time. First, had the author intended 
to lay stress upon 'a lively ethno-cultural conflict between Jew and Greek in Asia 
Minor' (italics mine), we would expect him to indicate these ethnic groups in more 
explicit terms (cf. e.g. 1 Cor. 12.13; Gal. 3.28).66 Although Faust is aware of the fact 
that the Gentiles were perceived from a Jewish viewpoint (v. 12), he has made no 
obvious attempt to read Eph. 2.11-13 consistently against the backdrop of the Jewish 
attitude toward non-Jews in general {not 'Greek', but 'the nations', cf. 2.11; 4.17-19), 
let alone against the theology/ideology which is concealed in this attitude. Since there 
is no hint in Ephesians of the response of the 'Greek' (to use Faust's word), it is 
difficult to tell whether the theory of ethno-cultural conflict mentioned above could 
throw any positive light on Ephesians. Second and more importantly, Faust, who 
argues along socio-political lines for the positive correlation between pax Christi and 
pax Caesaris, has considerably romanticised the nature of pax Caesaris which is 
marked by seduction, coercion, bloodshed and brutality and which fails categorically 
to assess properly the means by which Christ (or the Roman emperor) concluded 
peace.67 Faust's tendentious, thesis ignores the challenge of such passages as Eph. 2.13 
and 2.15 which seem to present an insurmountable obstacle to his 'imperial ideology'. 
1.2.6 The Form-Critical Analysis of Eph. 2.1-22 
There is an influential school of thought which suggests that the interest of the 
author of Ephesians is not concerned with the historical development of the church. P. 
6 6 For a more accurate analysis of the conflict between Jew and Greek, see esp. Stanley, 'Conflict,' 
101-124. 
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Tachau, a pupil of E. Lohse, has argued in his monograph lEinsf und 'Jetzt' im Neuen 
Testament (1972) that a schema, whose content is a contrast between the pre-Christian 
past and the Christian present, is usually (but not always) signalled by the use of izoik 
and vvv. 6 8 He concludes that the schema which occurs in the NT has no clear 
antecedent in the OT or intertestamental Judaism69 and that the original life-setting for 
it is to be sought in the context of early Christian preaching which may have been in 
connection with baptism or recent conversion. He concedes that these original 
connections are no longer accessible because the schema is found in a variety of 
different contexts in the NT. 7 0 
There can be little doubt that Tachau has put NT scholarship considerably in 
his debt by his study of the 'then-now' schema. His thesis has also influenced 
subsequent studies of Ephesians.71 Of special interest to us is Tachau's analysis of the 
usage of the schema in our epistle (2.1-4, 11-13; and 5.8).7 2 He concludes that (a) Eph. 
2.1-10 must be seen as an incomplete argument by itself, since the vvv aspect of the 
6 7 See e.g. Tacitus, Annals 1.2.1. For a more helpful assessment of pax Romana, see esp. Wengst, Pax. 
6 8 Tachau, Einst, 52-58, 80, 133. However, Tachau also claims that the presence of the adverbs 'then' 
and 'now' is not constitutive of the schema, but merely characteristic (Einst, 51, 69, 86 and 96). The 
'then-now' schema can exist without these adverbs. Is Tachau correct in ignoring the fact that the OT 
authors who do not use these two adverbs could also have such schema in mind? But Tachau who 
searched the prehistory of the adverbs through the Hebrew concordance or its equivalents in the Greek 
proved otherwise (21, 58)! See n. 80, below. 
6 9 Tachau, Einst, 21-70. The exception, according to Tachau, is Joseph & Aseneth 55.13ff. (cit. loc, 
52-58). He discovered the 'then-now' schema in Batiffol's edition of the text The 'then-now' schema is 
omitted in the Philonenko edition of the book. Nevertheless, Tachau seems to assume in the instance of 
Joseph & Aseneth that the two adverbs are constitutive of the schema! 
7 0 Tachau, Einst, 129-134, esp. 130. We may note, however, that Greek writers had already employed 
the 'then-now' schema to attach positive valence to the 'present' age: see e.g. Hesiod, Theogony; 
Strabo, Geog.; Epictetus, Diss. 4.4.7. On the significance of the structural properties of ancient Greek 
ethnographies to the contact with and control of 'barbarian' peoples, particularly the 'then-now' 
temporal structure in Strabo, see esp. Clavel-Leveque, 'Strabon,' 75-93. For Strabo, the 'past' of the 
non-Greeks was'barbaric'. 
7 1 See e.g. Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 42-43; Conzelmann, Polemics, 46; Borgen, 'Synagogue,' 55-77, 
esp. 57-58; Lincoln, 86-88, et al. 
7 2 Tachau, Einst, 134-143. 
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schema is absent.73 However, Eph. 2.1 If . begins with Gentiles being characterized 
from a Jewish standpoint and should be seen as 'a new train of thought as this 
particular form of speech is not found in 2.1-10' (italics mine), (b) The 'then-now' 
schema serves to bring to view only the past of the Gentiles and their new Christian 
existence, highlighting salvation as a present reality effected by God through the 
Christ-event; and (c) The 'then-now' schema relates only to the contrast of contents 
but not to the contrast of the two 'periodisation' of history.74 In short, Eph. 2.11-22 is 
not about a historical development from 'then' to 'now', but the mention of the past 
serves simply to qualify the present. 
The following observations, however, tell fairly decisively against Tachau's 
proposal. 
(1) Tachau rightly observes that a Jewish aspect is clearly present in vv. 11-12 
in which the 'then-now' schema is overlapped by a Jew-Gentile theme.75 But the 
difficulty for Tachau is that the 'non-Jewish Past and Christian Present are not itself 
corresponding contrasts' ('nichtjiidische Vergangenheit und christliche Gegenwart 
sind keine sich entsprechenden Gegensatze').76 It is at this point that it becomes clear 
that Tachau's thesis is inadequate. He is contrained by the parameters of his own 
thesis that the schema can only reflect a contrast of the pre-Christian past and the 
Christian present and that the schema serves only to make explicit the removal of 
7 3 Tachau, Ein'st, 138-139. This view, however, is modified by Lincoln, Ephesians, 87, who argues that 
the vw-aspect is implicit in w . 4, 5 and that the 'real' contrast which deals with salvation is complete 
in v. 7. 
7 4 Tachau, Einst, writes: 'Es ist ein Schema der sich kontrastierenden Inhalte, kein Schema des 
Kontrastes zweier Geschichtsepochen. So auch hier' (141-142). Tachau's theory is followed by 
Lincoln, who writes: 'What this use of the schema involves, then, is not a general contrast between 
Gentiles and Jews, but, more specifically, a contrast between the pre-Christian past in its relation to 
Israel's privileges and the Christian present of these particular Gentile addressees' {Ephesians, 125). 
7 5 'Die Vergangenheit der Adressaten wird jetzt betont vom Standpunkt der Juden aus anvisiert (vom 
Verhaltnis Juden - Heiden war bisher noch nicht die Rede): 'Einst seid ihr keine Juden gewesen' (137). 
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Christians from their sphere of origin. 7 7 The issue for us is why the author writes 
what he does about the Gentiles in Jewish terms? Is Tachau correct in ignoring the 
fact that the author does not conceive of Christian Gentiles without a connection to 
Israel, as i f they (and their Christian 'present') can be separated entirely from the 
Jewish root? It seems clear that Tachau does not know quite what to make of the 
'then-now' schema (or, at least the 'then' aspect of the schema) which can be used to 
ful f i l other functions, such as the 'past' of the Gentiles perceived from the 
perspective of the Jews!78 
(2) The contention that Eph. 2.1 If . should be seen as 'a new train of thought 
as this particular form of speech is not found in 2.1-10' is wide of the mark. 7 9 Tachau 
does not follow through his insight of the 'non-Jewish past' of the Gentiles far 
enough or with sufficient consistency by failing to ask whether there the author also 
talked about the 'non-Jewish past' of the Gentiles from a Jewish perspective (esp. vv. 
1-2). Is Tachau correct in ignoring a certain self-confident Jewish perspective which 
the author embedded in his argument within the 'then-now' schema? 
(3) Tachau also underplayed the significance 'echoic utterances' (to use 
Sperber's word) could have^for the author and/or Gentiles: he failed to recognise that 
the expressions about the 'past' of the Gentiles communicate more than 'content' 
7 6 Tachau, Einst, 141, writes: 'So liegt das eigentliche Thema der verse 11-22 nicht etwa in dem 
Gegeniiber von Juden und Heiden, sondern in dem vom vorchristlichen und christlichen Zustand der 
Heiden. Dabei wird der vorchristliche Zustand z.T. von judischen Gesichtspunkten aus geschildert.' 
7 7 But see the critique of by Schnackenburg, who argues that the same schema also occurs in the letter's 
paraenesis ('Paraklese-Abschnitten') to describe 'the confrontation of the Gentiles with their pagan 
past, with which the Christians are surrounded on all sides' ('Exegese,' 473-474). 
7 8 Cf. 5.8, at which the author continues to speak of the Gentiles from a Jewish perspective. Tachau is 
well aware of the dilemma that exists in his TOME-VGV schema: 'Doch fuhrt das den Verfasser alsbald 
vor logische Schwierigkeiten, da sich die Antithesen "einst keine Juden - jetzt in Christus" nicht 
entsprechen' (Einst, 137). 
7 9 Tachau, Einst, 135. 
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(and therefore do not necessarily represent immediate information about them).80 
What is curiously unexplored in his 'then-now' schema is that the author of 
Ephesians could have exposed the Gentile readers to an attitude, an opinion, a 
judgement, and emotion which follows from this.8 1 Is Tachau correct in ignoring the 
affective power of these statements which the author embedded in the ' then-now' 
schema? The possibility of echoic utterances (or a 'straight reportage' - J. Barclay) by 
which the author, apart from his own perspective, alludes to the perspective of other 
Jews and, not least, their attitudes toward the Gentiles, remains unexplored in 
Tachau's work. 8 2 
In nuce, the function of Tachau's 'then-now' schema needs to be tempered to 
some degree i f it is to avoid becoming a too constrictive scheme which confines its 
use only to the 'twofold contrast between believers' past, unredeemed situation and 
their present privileged experience of salvation'.83 
8 0 By 'significance' I mean the relation of meaning between the sense of an utterance and the author's 
'world' or some aspect of that world, see esp. Cotterell & Turner, Linguistics, 93. 
8 1 Tachau contends that the NT usage of the schema is far more than rhetorical and involves the 
important element of the contrast between pre-Christian past and Christian present (Einst, 94). 
8 2 Tachau, Einst, 142-143; Lincoln, Ephesians, 86-89, 91-99, 124-126, 134-139. Lincoln has also 
downplayed the ethnic dimension which is depicted in Eph. 2.11-22, esp. vv. 11-13. He contends that 
the JCOT£-V$V schema serves as reminder to the Gentiles of the privileges they now enjoy in Christ 
(125-126); Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 42-43; Conzelmann, Polemics, 46. For a helpful discussion of 
'echoic utterances' in modern linguistics, see especially Sperber & Wilson, Relevance, here 237-243. 
8 3 The same criticism can be levelled against Lincoln, Ephesians, 86-88, who depends heavily upon 
Tachau's theory. It is beyond the scope of the present study to assess other NT passages which are 
alleged to have exhibited a 'then-now' schema. We may note, however, that the wider usage of the 
schema can be found in some NT passages: see e.g. Gal. 4.8, in which Paul describes the 'past' of the 
Gentiles from a Jewish perspective: 'Formerly, when you did not know God, you were in bondage to 
beings that by nature are not gods; but now that you have come to know God, or rather to be known by 
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1.2.7 The Cancellation of Time in Ephesians? 
Among the commentaries and monographs which advocate the discontinuity 
between the church and Israel, A. Lindemann's Aufhebung der Zeit (1975) stands at 
one extreme.84 His is a study of the notion of history and eschatology in Ephesians in 
which he goes so far as to suggest that Ephesians is not concerned with any particular 
history or situation. He wishes to confirm the dehistorisation of the thought of 
Ephesians especially with regard to its eschatology which in his opinion almost 
completely eliminates the future dimension.85 Time and history are cancelled 'in 
Christ'. 8 6 The 'present' of Christian existence in the church is what the author of 
Ephesians is really interested in, who conceives of this in a time-less fashion. Of 
special interest to us is Lindemann's thesis that a historical cause is not outlined in 
Eph. 2 (esp. vv. 11-22).87 Lindemann argues that Ephesians employed mythical 
materials to establish 'Christianity',8 8 and that the theological argument in Eph. 2 is 
developed with the aid of a gnostic Vorlage (esp. vv. 14-16) which describes the 
restoration of the unity between the divine and the human realms/spheres as the 
foundation of cosmic reconciliation. 
The -extreme thesis of Lindemann is truly to eliminate completely any possible 
interest in the continuity between the church and Israel.89 When asked, Why then does 
the author mention such categories as circumcision, Israel, the covenants of promise, 
hope and God?, Lindemann's answer is that these categories served only as a symbol 
God, how can you turn back again to the weak and beggarly elemental spirits, whose slaves you want to 
be once more?' (NRSV). The same Jewish perspective is also found in Eph. 4.17-19. 
8 4 Lindemann, Aufhebung, esp. 106-192; idem, 'Bemerkungen,' 235-251, here 246-249; idem, 
Epheserbrief, here 34-56. 
8 5 Lindemann, Aufhebung, 191-192, 252; see also 146. 
8 6 Lindemann, Aufhebung, 248. 
8 7 Lindemann, Aufhebung, 248 
8 8 Lindemann, Aufhebung, 172-173, who opposes to the view of Schier (Christus, 23) that our epistle 
has interpreted the mythical tradition historically. 
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for the 'sphere' of salvation in the early part of the author's passage (i.e. Eph. 2. 11-
12).9 0 
Despite Lindemann's extreme attempt to dehistoricize the thought of 
Ephesians, his thesis must be read as a protest against those studies which set forth to 
explain the connections between the church and Israel in a straightforward manner 
(e.g. Barth) or to emphasise the salvation-historical precedence of Jew over Gentile 
on flimsy exegetical grounds (e.g. H. Chadwick, F. MuBner and others).91 For 
Lindemann, 'Eph. [esp. 2.14-15] is not about the God-man relationship or about the 
issue of the relationship of Jews and Gentiles, but it is about the situation of 
Christians, about the effect of the act of Christ's salvation on the cosmos and on the 
individuals' (italics mine). 9 2 Lindemann's tendentious thesis (sc. a form of Gnosticism 
which lays stress upon individuals rather than person-in-community or 'dyadic 
personality'?) denies that the author had thought at all of the concrete groups within 
the church: accordingly, had the author had Jewish Christians in mind, he would have 
denied in his arguments not only each of their salvation-historical privileges but also 
seriously jeopardised before all else their present identity and their status within the 
church, for, according to. Lindemann, the author's massive argument on the 
elimination of the law, the actual nature of Jewish Christianity, its loyalty to the law, 
had been rejected as Christian-unfriendly (christuswidrig).93 
, 8 9 Lindemann, Aufhebung, 253. 
9 0 See further Lona, Eschatologie, 71-80, who rejects Lindemann's thesis outright; Schnelle, History, 
313. 
9 1 Chadwick, 'Absicht,', 145-153. See further Lindemann, Aufhebung, 145, 148-149, who criticises 
MuBner (Christus, 77). 
9 2 Lindemann, Aufhebung, 173; also 53. 
9 3 Lindemann, Epheserbrief, writes: 'So erweist es sich erneut als sehr fraglich, Eph. 2, 14-18 
iiberhaupt im Zusammenhang des Themas "Juden und Heiden" (oder gar "Israel und Kirche") zu sehen' 
(52-53). He even questioned whether the 'both' language in vv. 14ff. can be answered with certainty: 
'Moglicherweise ist die Frage, wen oder was der Verfasser mit den "Zwei", den "beiden", den "Fernen" 
und "Nahen" im einzelnen gemeint hat, gar nicht beanwortbar' (Epheserbrief, 53, Italics mine). 
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But the thesis that the author has opted for, a 'timeless ontology of the church', 
is an overstatement. Lindemann has sidetracked into a peculiar theological slant and 
based his conclusions more on his ingenious theory than on an actual reading of the 
primary text. He neglects the challenge of various passages which suggest that the 
tension between 'already' and 'not yet' is clearly retained in Ephesians.94 
It should also come as no surprise that Lindemann's theory has failed to give 
to the Jewish perspective its due weight, and more importantly, he has also 
misconstrued the letter of Ephesians as a deliberate retraction of the (sc. Jewish!) 
perspective of Romans 9-11. 9 5 There is no real attention given to the ethnographic 
categories which are evident in our author's statements about the Gentiles and which 
throw light upon our understanding of the Jews and their attitude to the Gentiles.96 
1.2.8. Weltangst in Asia Minor 
The suggestion that the tension between the 'now' and 'not yet' is muted in the 
eschatology of Ephesians has come under severe attack in recent years.97 Of special 
interest to -us is the dissertation by H. Lona on the subject of (ecclesiological) 
eschatology in Ephesians in his Die Eschatologie im Kolosser- und Epheserbrief 
(1984).98 His aim is to discover the authorial intent concerning the unique accent of 
the eschatology of Ephesians. For this Lona has made a serious attempt to relate the 
9 4 See e.g. 1.13-14, cf. 4.30; 1.21; 2.21-22; 3.19; 4.13-16; 5.5; 6.8, 13, et al. For a helpful review of 
Lindemann's proposal, see esp. Lona, Eschatologie, 71-80; Schnelle, History, 312-313. See further 
Lincoln, Paradise, here 167; cf. idem, Ephesians, lxxxix-xc; Lona, op. cit, 442-444. 
9 5 Lindemann, Aufhebung, writes: 'Die Kirche steht nicht in geschichtlicher Kontinuitat zu Israel, mit 
dem "Gottesvolk" des Alten Testament hat sie nichts zu tun... So wirkt der ganze Epheserbrief beinahe 
wie eine gezielte "Zuriicknahme" von Rom 9-11' (253); cf. idem, Epherserbrief, 43, 46. 
9 6 Lindemann, Aufhebung, 106, 147-151. 
9 7 Kasemann, 'Ephesians,'; Lindemann, Aufhebung. 
9 8 Lona, Eschatologie, 241-441,442-448, esp. 256-267 (on. Eph. 2.11-13) and 360-374 (on Eph. 2.6f.). 
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eschatology of Ephesians to the situation facing the churches in western Asia Minor: 
despite the apparent unity Rome was bringing to the empire, individuals felt alienated. 
The cosmos had become unstable and became the embodiment of evil and ful l of 
demonic 'powers'. He therefore contends that the author of Ephesians is addressing 
this scenario of Weltangst, viz. a fear of the influence of malignant forces," and that 
his eschatological statements are meant to strengthen Christians who encountered the 
mounting threats of their own environment.100 The presence and future of salvation, 
however, are spoken of in connection with the reality of the church. Lona sees 
soteriology as a function of ecclesiology: the church represents the presence of 
salvation.101 
Lona's description of alienation experienced among the ancients is very useful. 
Nevertheless, there is no real attention given to the connections between the alleged 
alienation and the Jewish attitude toward the Gentiles. He has made no attempt to 
associate the realised aspect of eschatology with the attitude mentioned above. To be 
sure, Lona does not deal with the connections between the transposition of the 
Gentiles (and Jews alike) into the heavenly realm - one of the most significant aspects 
of (realised) eschatology in Ephesians102 - and the negative valence which was 
attached to the Gentiles who were deemed 'out of place' in the perception of the Jews. 
Neither has Lona adequately considered whether the author's language of the realised 
aspect of eschatology is indeed that of relocation, meaning by that those (i.e. the 
Gentiles) who were reduced to the category of the false or 'out of place' have 'now' 
overcome their status of estrangement (vv. 1-2). 
9 9 Lona, Eschatologie, 425-426,428-448. 
1 0 0 Lona, Eschatologie, 442-444. 
1 0 1 Lona, Eschatologie, 364, 442. 
1 0 2 Lona, Eschatologie, 245-256, esp. 246-250. 
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1.2.9 Linguistics and Metalinguistics 
In a number of publications N. Dahl has argued that Ephesians was written to 
give newly formed Gentile churches instructions on the meaning of their baptism.1 0 3 
Of special interest to us is his essay entitled 'Gentiles, Christians, and Israelites in the 
Epistle to the Ephesians' (1986) 1 0 4 in which Dahl observes that most early Christians 
perceived the world in which they lived as a world of Jews and Gentiles. He 
recognises that there are explicit statements about the Gentiles in Ephesians which 
represent an excessively negative attitude toward non-Christian Gentiles, the non-
Jewish part of humanity. He argues that the picture of the Gentiles and their way of 
life draws upon Jewish and Christian stereotypes.105 In addition to this, Dahl insists 
that Ephesians never speaks about Jews except in statements about Gentiles: 
'Ephesians never uses the term 'the Jews' but the 'circumcision' to describe 
'Israelites'.106 He then concludes that 'the designation the "so-called circumcision" 
carries disparaging connotations which are reinforced by the pejoratives "in the flesh" 
and "made with hands'".107 
Dahl's study of the statements about Gentiles or Israelites reflects the bare 
study of language outside of the social relations in which it occurs. The weakness of 
this approach is made more apparent when the following questions are posed: Do we 
easily see Gentiles self-designate themselves as the 'uncircumcision' or designate the 
1 0 3 Dahl, 'Adresse,' here 263-264; cf. idem, 'Creation,' esp. 436-437; idem, 'Gentiles,' 38. The 
connection of Ephesians with baptism is also emphasised by Kirby who studies the relation between the 
writing and Christian rites which he argues were influenced by Jewish liturgical traditions, see his 
Pentecost, 144-146; Coutts, 'Ephesians 1.3-14,' here 125-127. Lincoln describes Ephesians as a 
liturgical homily for a baptismal occasion, see his Paradise, 135-136, but changed his mind later in his 
Ephesians, lxxix. For a helpful review of the various baptismal theories, see esp. Arnold, Ephesians, 
135-136. 
1 0 4 Dahl, 'Gentiles,' 31-39. 
1 0 5 Dahl, 'Gentiles,' 32. 
1 0 6 Dahl, 'Gentiles,' 35. 
1 0 7 Dahl, 'Gentiles,' 35-36. 
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non-Jewish world as the 'nations' (cf. 4.17-19)? The question is really whether the 
designation 'the uncircumcision' tells us much about the ethnicity of the language 
user?108 Dahl has failed to acknowledge that the 'speech type' (genre) here is clearly 
that of an ethnographic description which indicates none other than a Jewish 
perspective and can only be understood against the backcloth of that perspective. This 
means that any attempt at a more complete study of the statements about the Gentiles 
would require us to address such questions as the 'utterance meaning' (who is 
speaking, and to whom?), and thus to describe, in addition to merely 'sentence 
meaning', the relation of the utterance to its social context, its speaker's 'plan' or 
'speech w i l l ' , and above all its 'location' in a dialogue.109 
Although Dahl rightly observes that 'the author of Ephesians had a keen 
interest in the Jewish roots and origin of the church', 1 1 0 he fails to acknowledge that 
the early Christians who 'perceived the world in which they lived as a world of Jews 
and Gentiles' were Jews.111 The inadequacy of Dahl's study (as of those who advocate 
the theory of substitution) is therefore that he has failed to recognise that the author's 
statements about the Gentiles also tell of Jewish attitudes to Gentiles. There is also no 
real attention given by Dahl to those statements which unequivocally underscore the 
perspective of Jews. 
Like Dahl, E. Best contends that the author of Ephesians has made no attempt 
to associate Christian Gentiles and non-Christian Jews: 'AE (sc. The author of 
Ephesians) must have known there were unbelieving Jews yet says nothing about 
1 0 8 Dahl, 'Gentiles,' writes: 'In general, Ephesians yields very little information about the Israelites 
with whom the Gentile Christians have been united' (36). Dahl's theory is endorsed by Lincoln, 
Ephesians, lxxxiv. 
1 0 9 See further Dentith, 'Language', 22-40, esp. 33; Cotterell & Turner, Linguistics, Ch. 2 [on 
Dimensions of the Meaning of a Discourse], esp. 93-95. 
1 1 0 Dahl,'Gentiles,'37. 
1 1 1 See especially Hartog, Mirror, passim; Hall, Barbarian, passim; Balsdon, Aliens, passim. 
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them'. 1 1 2 Accordingly, there are no statements about the ultimate fate of the Jews, 
'since his main purpose is to build up the church and maintain its unity, he has no 
need to refer to the continuance of Israel'. 1 1 3 As far as Best could discern, Ephesians 
contains no sign of tension between Jews and Gentiles and that it is unlikely that there 
were actual strains between these two groups. He, however, concedes that there is a 
discussion of the relation between Jewish and Gentile Christians. Like Kasemann, 
Best attributes this discussion to the fact that '[p]erhaps Gentile Christians were in 
danger of forgetting their Jewish inheritance and a suitable theology of their 
relationship to Jews needs to be given' (italics mine). 1 1 4 
As far as we can tell, Best has underplayed the most apparent Jewish features 
in Eph. 2 which contain some significant clue to the purpose of the letter. His 
'Christian view of Judaism' is not only anachronistically unnecessary (i.e. 'Christian' 
as opposed to Jews [and Gentiles]), but also disregards the author's Jewish 
perspective about the Gentiles, let alone some ethnographic categories which clearly 
reveal the way Jews perceived the Gentiles (Do we easily find 'Christian' Gentiles 
labeling Jews as the 'circumcispn.' or the Gentiles as the 'uncircumcision'?). Since 
Best has paid only scant attention to the author who perceives the Gentiles from a 
native Jewish point of view in which some crucial (if not explosive) issues are 
concealed, it must be said that his interpretation of Ephesians constitutes no real 
advance. 
1 1 2 Best, Ephesians1, 268. 
1 1 3 Best, Ephesians2, 268-269. 
1 1 4 Best, 'Judaism,' 47-60 [ = Essays, 87-101]; cf. idem, Ephesians1, 92; idem, Ephesians,2 267-269. 
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1.2.10 The Language of 'Powers' in Ephesians 
A quite different interpretative tack has been taken more recently by some 
scholars who find appropriate background to the language of 'powers' in the NT. The 
most comprehensive analysis of the language of 'powers' is provided recently by W. 
Wink in his ' trilogy'. 1 1 5 The exegetical and hermeneutical foundations are well laid in 
his earliest volume in which Wink analyses not just 'principalities and authorities' but 
a whole range of terminology for 'power'. 1 1 6 To this Wink also adds the following 
observation: 'Unless the context further specifies (and some do), we are to take the 
terms for power in their most comprehensive sense, understanding them to mean both 
heavenly and earthly, divine and human, good and evil powers' (italics his). 1 1 7 In this 
light, Wink contends that in the NT the 'powers' frequently refer to actual spiritual 
agencies, but he also makes room from within the NT itself for modern 
reinterpretation whereby the cosmic powers are both 'the inner and outer aspect of any 
given manifestation of power'. 1 1 8 It is also from this interpretative principle that Wink 
asserts that the language of power in Ephesians (esp. Eph. 2.1-2), alongside other 
'disputed passages' in the NT, 'has been demythologised, although it remains highly 
metaphorical'.119 A 
Wink's interpretative move is flawed on at least two counts: (a) It is true that a 
word can have a wide range of meaning (e.g. 'dictionary' meanings), but it would be 
linguistically flawed to assert that this principle is applicable to a 'power' vocabulary 
1 1 5 Wink, Naming; cf. idem, Unmasking; Engaging. 
1 1 6 Wink, Naming, 13-35. 
1 1 7 Wink, Naming, 39, 100. 
1 1 8 '[T]he "principalities and powers" are the inner aspect and outer aspects of any given manifestations 
of power. As the inner aspect they are the spirituality of institutions, the "within" of corporate structures 
and systems, the inner essence of outer organisations of power. As the outer aspect they are political 
systems, appointed officials, the "chair" of an organisation, laws - in short, all the tangible 
manifestations which power takes' (Naming, 5). 
1 1 9 Wink, Naming, 60-64, 82-96, here 83. 
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which occurs in a specific context. Instead, one should assume, unless a double 
entendre is intended, that one or other meaning is likely to be intended in most 
contexts; Wink seems to point this procedure in the opposite direction, (b) To this we 
must add that even when the context clearly specifies the sense of the 'powers', Wink 
himself does not follow his own interpretative key consistently.120 There is also no 
clear evidence which supports Wink's thesis that the 'language of power' in 
Ephesians is 'extremely imprecise, liquid, interchangeable' or that its author has not 
been able to keep the 'powers' and the order of human society as distinct 
categories.121 
It is also surprising to gather from a study which understands the language of 
'powers' as 'a means for developing a Christian social ethic from within the language 
of the N T , ' 1 2 2 that no real attention is given to the question as to whether the language 
mentioned above could have been used as a measure of social distance (between 
different ethnic groups), or as a label to reinforce distancing 'us' from 'them'. 
C. Arnold has brought new light to the interpretation of the 'powers' from a 
different perspective. He argues that 'a knowledge of Hellenistic magic may very well 
be the most important background for understanding why the author highlights the 
power of God and the "powers" of evil in Ephesians'.123 Arnold's goal has been to 
acquire an understanding of the nature and motivation for the inclusion of the power-
motif in Ephesians by studying the author's development of the theme against the 
1 2 0 This fallacy is repeated in Wink's analyses, see e.g. Eph. 6.12, at which the author clearly 
'specifies' the powers as those which are 'in the heavenly realms', but certainly not as those which are 
'not only divine but human, not only personified but structural...' (Naming, 85). See also Wink's 
exegesis on Col. 1.16 (Naming, 64-77), in which Wink concludes the the 'powers' include both things 
visible and things invisible. This conclusion is unlikely, for the author clearly qualifies the 'things 
invisible' immediately with the following addition: 'whether thrones or dominions or rulers or 
principalities'. 
1 2 1 Contra Wink, Naming, 82-84, who argues that the 'power* is lined up with human sin. 
1 2 2 Wink, Naming, 5. 
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backdrop of the spiritual environment of western Asia Minor in the first century A. D. 
He contends that the common feature in the religious and/or magical traditions of 
western Asia Minor in the first century A. D. 'is an acute and thriving belief in and 
fear of the evil spiritual "powers'", and the most pressing question facing the believers 
at Ephesus and throughout western Asia Minor was the position of Christ in relation 
to these hostile powers'. 1 2 4 The first half of Eph. 2 is included alongside other 
passages in his study because of their pivotal importance for understanding the 
author's mesage regarding the power of God and the 'powers of ev i l ' . 1 2 5 
Arnold has produced by far the most literal reading of the 'powers' language 
in Ephesians.126 He challenges the demythologising trend that other advocates127 see 
in the first century C. E. by contending that an objective or substantive concept of 
power prevailed throughout the Hellenistic world of the first century C. E. 
Arnold's substantive concept of the 'powers' can be seen as a protest against 
the view which imposes a post-Enlightenment mind-set on the first-century writers. 1 2 8 
A major deficiency in Arnold's work, however, remains his failure to go beyond 
semantic representation of the language of 'powers' (i.e. what do the 'power' terms 
1 2 3 Arnold, Ephesians, 39 
1 2 4 Arnold, Ephesians, 5-41, 50, 123. 
1 2 5 Arnold, Ephesians, 59-62, 134-137, 150. 
1 2 6 See especially Arnold, Ephesians, esp. 41-69. 
1 2 7 See e.g. Berkhof, Powers, who comments: '[T]he apocalypses think primarily of the principalities 
and powers as heavenly angels, Paul as structures of earthly existence. This new burden of meaning is, 
so far as we can see, Paul's own creation... One can even doubt whether Paul conceived of the powers 
; as personal beings. In any case this aspect is so secondary that it makes little difference whether he did 
or not' (18). See also Caird, Principalities, who does not maintain a clear distinction between the 
'powers' and human institutions, but argues that Paul's 'principalities and powers' include the state 
(16). Caird, however, modified his position, maintaining that Paul was referring to spiritual beings 
which operate in and within the structures (Letters, 149, n. 47). See also Yoder, Politics, 136-139; 
Ellul, Subversion, 76. 
1 2 8 One of the great contributions of the post-Enlightenment mentality is to belittle (consciously or 
unconsciously) the ability of the 'primitive' mind to make distinctions between 'myth' and 'reality'. I 
suspect the 'natural' and 'supernatural' (like 'myth' and 'reality') in modern jargon are a post-
Enlightenment construct and have very little to do with the symbolic universe of the ancients. For the 
dilemma of western Christianity in the post-enlightenment period, see esp. Lincoln, 'Liberation,' 335-
354. 
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mean?) which takes no sufficient account of such non-linguistic properties as, for 
example, the identity of the author/speaker and his speech plan (i.e. How does the 
author [a Jew] use the language of 'powers'? What does he mean by the 'powers'?). 
Does the author's statements regarding the 'powers' tell us as much about the author 
as about what he says about the Gentiles (e.g. his belief, attitude, proposition, thought, 
and so forth)? 1 2 9 Given that the ancients embraced the reality of the 'spirit world' 
(Geisterglaubens),130 there are such salient questions that need to be addressed as, for 
example, What is communicated via the language of 'powers'? Does the author use 
the 'powers' language to attach negative valence to the Gentiles, reinforcing thus a 
negative counterimage to the positive ideal of God's people according to an already 
well-established social 'code' (say, of the Jews)? Although Arnold acknowledges 
'some aspects of Judaism in Asia Minor ' , 1 3 1 he has given no real attention to the 
perspective of a Christian Jew, who would consider the language of 'powers' a useful 
means to reinforce his own conviction in the 'one God' and, more importantly, a 
conviction which would probably provide 'the most important background' for 
determining the way he would/caricature the Gentile world and the 'spirit world'. 
There is also no serious attempt in Arnold's work to relate the 'power' language in 
Ephesians to the religious and/or sectarian quarrels in certain (not all) early 
Judaisms132 which assumed the reality of Geisterglauben but would employ the 
'powers' language (insolently) as a means of dividing, establishing the differences 
1 2 9 See in particular Dentith, Thought, 20-44, esp. 33; Sperber & Wilson, Relevance; Searle, 
Expression; Cotterell & Turner, Linguistics, 16,296. 
1 3 0 Arnold, Ephesians, 170. See further Everling, Angelologie, 109; Dibelius, Geisterwelt, 5; 
Charlesworth, OTP 1.66; cf. idem, 'Scrolls,' 1-74, esp 13; O'Brien, 'Principalities,' esp. 135-136; 
M^am, Anthropology, 110-112; Lincoln, 'Liberation,' 338. 
1 3 1 Arnold, Ephesians, 29-34. He, however, conludes that 'there is substantial evidence of Jews 
practicing magic' (30). 
1 3 2 But see e.g. Smith, 'Powers,' 425-439; Johnson, 'Slander,' 419-441; Segal, 'Ruler,' 245-268, 403-
413; Kee, 'Membership,' esp. 105-106, 115; Rokeah, Jews, esp. 133-167. 
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between human groups, reinforcing where their 'otherness' lies (e.g. Jub. 15.31-34; 
1QS 3-4; John 8. 44-47, 48-53; 2 Cor. 4.3; 1 Tim. 4.1; Rev. 3.9; Asc. ha. 2.2-4, 
etc). 1 3 3 
As far as we can tell, Arnold has given by far the narrowest definition for such 
words as, for example, 'demonic' and 'demon' (= 'evil' or pernicious spirit). 1 3 4 
Clearly the notion of demon/'daemon' (8cdu.a>v in its original sense) in the wider 
philosophical tradition of the Graeco-Roman world reflects a far broader spectrum of 
interpretations of these terms than Arnold would like to envisage.135 
As far as I can tell, study of the motif of 'powers' in relation to ethnography 
(and therefore Jewish ethnographic apology) has not advanced very far. It is curious 
why, in their debates on the language of 'powers', scholars have rarely paused to 
ponder whether the 'powers' in Ephesians had been used to forge an external identity 
of the Gentiles in accordance with a certain (not all) .^//-confident Judaism which is 
bold enough to reduce 'another' to the category of the false through such language. 
1.2.11 Locating Ephesians within a Jewish Context 
At this point it is appropriate to mention some important contributions in the 
study of Ephesians which locate the latter within a Jewish context.136 K. Kuhn (1968), 
for example, has examined the similarities between the general style of Ephesians and 
i 
the language of Qurnran. With reference to the language and style of Ephesians Kuhn 
1 3 3 The weakness of Arnold's thesis is also repeated in some more recently studies of the 'powers' in 
Ephesians: Carr, Angels, 25-43, 100-111; Wink, Naming, esp. 89-96; Lee, 'Powers,' 54-69. There is 
also no real progress in Lincoln, 'Liberation,' 335-354, whose sweeping conclusion is that 'discussion 
of the interpretation of the powers turns out to be a subheading under the topic of evil' (337). 
1 3 4 See e.g. Arnold, Ephesians, 51. For Arnold, 'demonic' and magical are synonyms (33). We must 
note that the two terms do not occur in Ephesians. 
1 3 5 See my discussion of 2.2 in Chapter 2, section 2.3.1 below. 
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concludes that 'Semitic syntactical occurences appear four times more frequently in 
the Epistle to the Ephesians than in all the remaining letters of the corpus 
Paulinum' . 1 3 7 The many-sided and close connections between the language and style 
of Ephesians and Qumran texts has led Kuhn to the conclusion that the close 
relationship cannot be explained by the fact that both texts 'reflect, each indepedently 
of the other, the style of the Old Testament'. Such a relationship, he believes, is best 
accounted for 'on the basis of a continuity of tradition'. 1 3 8 
F. MuGner also observes in his Tractate on the Jews (1984) that the statements 
in Eph. 2.12 concern the theological situation of the Gentiles made 'within the horizon 
of Israel, of the "circumcision"'.1 3 9 He makes three main points. Like Schlier and 
Rese, MuBner argues that the author is concerned with the salvation-historical 
difference prior to Christ, whom he also regarded as the privilege of Israel, i.e. 'the 
hope of the Messiah'. 1 4 0 The author 'does not say that Israel had lost its privileges 
enumerated in 2.12' and 'does not leave out the fate of salvation of that Israel which 
had not found the path to the gospel', 1 4 1 and 'there is no ecclesiology without 
reference to Israel'. However, MuBner, like Kuhn, has not given adequate attention to 
the issues which are concealed within the 'horizon of Israel' and to the Jewish 
attitudes toward the Gentiles. 
1 3 6 See also Merkel, 'Diskussion,' 3195-3220. 
1 3 7 Kuhn, 'Ephesians,' 115-131, here 116. See also Braun, Qumran, 1.215-225; Deichgracher, 
Gotteshymus, passim. 
1 3 8 MuBner, 'Ephesians,' 120. 
1 3 9 MuBner, Tractate, 23-26; cf. idem, 'Contributions,' 159-178. 
1 4 0 MuBner, Tractate, 261, nn. 85, 87,91; idem, Epheser, 70-71. 
1 4 1 MuBner, Tractate, 25. 
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1.2.12 The New Perspective on Ephesians 
Mention should be made of studies which provide useful analogy to the kind 
of investigation proposed in the present study. I would draw particular attention to 
Dunn's two important essays, 'Anti-Semitism in the Deutero-Pauline Literature' 
(1993) and 'Deutero-Pauline Letters' (1995), since the theme of Dunn's work runs 
parallel to the theme of the present study on the Jewish categories and expressive of 
the Jewish perspective. I shall indicate three main points. First, the characteristic 
Jewish language throughout Ephesians cannot be put down simply to a contrived or 
even learned familiarity with the Jewish scriptures. Rather we have to speak of a 
writer whose own thought processes are thoroughly impregnated with characteristic 
Jewish thought and manners of speech;142 second, the Jewish features and the strongly 
Semitic language in Ephesians are not appropriated in polemical fashion; 1 4 3 and third, 
the passage in Eph. 2.11-22 gains its fullest significance within the Jewish context as 
the author's perspective is again wholly Jewish.1 4 4 
The 'new perspective' provided by Dunn, which deals with the overtly Jewish 
character of Ephesians and defines the 'context' of the latter in broad categories of 
Jewish thought and praxis, represents a significant advance on that of Kuhn and 
MuBner. Its value can be summed up thus. The Jewish perspective implies that due 
weight must be given to such questions as, the identity of the speaker and his 
perception and attitudes toward non-Jews. However, Dunn does not address such 
t 
salient questions as whether the author's language also intended to expose the 
Gentiles to exclusivistic Jewish attitudes, whether Jews had reduced the Gentiles to 
the category of the false and whether these attitudes are closely related to the theme of 
1 4 2 Dunn, 'Deutero-Pauline Letters,' 130-144. 
1 4 3 Dunn, 'Anti-Semitism,' 156-159. 
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ethnic estrangement and reconciliation. Dunn's 'new perspective' could be 
strengthened by devoting close attention to the following areas: (1) Discussion of the 
Jewish perspective turns out to be a subheading under the topic of communication. If 
communication includes not simply semantic representation but such non-linguistic 
properties as the identity of the speaker (and thus the author's Jewish perspective), 
what is communicated, then? Why does the author write what he does about Gentiles? 
What is the author's 'utterance meaning'? What significance could his utterance have 
for the author himself or his Gentile readers? (2) Since there are sufficient clues in 
Eph. 2 which show that the author had entered into dialogue with other Jews by 
exposing the Gentile readers to the Jewish attitudes toward them, we must take into 
account the fact that Ephesians consists of the perspective of other Jews which the 
author had disclosed or alluded to. 1 4 5 Does the author then echo the 
perception/attitude of other Jews about the Gentiles in such a way as to make this 
interpretable and usable for his own communicative purposes? What explosive issues 
are concealed in his representaion of this perspective, then? How does the Jewish 
perspective (and the various Jewish categories which underscore that perspective) 
relate to the theme of ethnic estrangment and reconciliation? Briefly then, we will 
need to engage with the representation of the Gentiles from the Jewish perspective in 
which some crucial, i f not explosive issues are concealed and the various 
ethnographic categories in Eph. 2. which gain their fullest significance within the 
Jewish 'context'. 
1 4 4 Dunn, 'Deutero-Pauline Letters,' 139. 
1 4 5 Dunn clearly acknowledges a similar kind of dialogue in his, 'Echoes,' here 461, where Paul (a Jew) 
uses insiders' code to distinguish himself from other Jews in a way analogous to the distinction between 
Jew and Gentile. 
39 
1.3 The Need for This Study 
We are now in a position to sum up our discussion to this point. A fair amount 
of research has been variously undertaken on the relationship of the church and Israel, 
the continuity or discontinuity of the church and Israel, the conflict between Jewish 
and Gentile Christians, ethno-cultural conflict between Jews and Greeks, the ongoing 
process of institutionalisation in the post-Pauline churches, the cancellation of time 
and, not least, the 'powers' against the background of Weltangst or Hellenistic 
magical traditions. More can be said about the proposals put forth by Ephesians 
scholars,146 but it is not necessary, since the main representatives of the various 
hypotheses which spawned multiple permutations and hybrids have been mapped out 
quite sufficiently. 
Our brief survey of the relevant scholarly literature has shown that in spite of 
the fact that there has been a steady stream of studies on the different motifs in 
Ephesians, relatively little work has been done on the specific theme of the Jewish 
attitudes toward the Gentiles and ethnic reconciliation against the backcloth of such 
Jewish perspective. Work by Dunn, in the course of examining Ephesians 'context' in 
broad categories of Jewish ^thought and praxis, has opened up what appears to be a 
fruitful line of inquiry, one likely to confirm that the impression given by the letter is 
of a native (Hellenistic) Jewish perspective. Since Dunn has not pursued the 
connections between the exclusivistic Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles and ethnic 
reconciliation there would appear to be scope for a contribution to research in this area 
along the following lines: a re-examination of Eph. 2 with critical response to recent 
studies, by taking account of such salient questions as, for example, Were there ethnic 
1 4 6 See e.g. Kitchen, Anakephalaiosis (1988); Jeal, Theology and Ethics (1990); Hui, Holy Spirit 
(1992); McVay, Ecclesial Metaphor (1995); Hinkle, Peace (1997). 
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factors which had led to the exclusion of Gentiles from the Israel of God? Did the 
author of Ephesians intend to communicate these factors to his Gentile readers? Does 
his statements about the Gentiles also tell us about himself and about Jewish attitudes 
toward the Gentiles? The thesis of the present study is that Jewish attitudes toward the 
Gentiles had become the main factors which had led to Gentiles being excluded from 
the purpose of God before the latter had any positive connection with Christ. The 
Gentiles were excluded from Israel's God-given blessings on the basis of a particular 
ethnos. To make sense of these exclusive attitudes and of a self-confident Judaism 
which is bold enough to reduce the Gentile 'other' to the category of the false or 'out 
of place', the author does not just expose the Gentiles to these attitudes, but also re-
presents what the Jews perceived about the Gentiles in a way to make it interpretable 
and usable for his own communicative purposes. His representation of the Gentile 
'other' from a Jewish perspective is meant to underscore the exclusivistic Jewish 
attitudes which has led to ethnic alienation. The antidote to the alienation or ethnic 
estrangement is that the Messiah Jesus, who is eulogised as the peace-maker, and 
whose reconciling work is marked by his undisguised inclusivism, has come 
disinterestedly between Jews and Gentiles to overcome the barrier between the two 
and to create a people that is marked by the acceptance of the ethnic 'other'. 
1.4 Aims, Plan and Presuppositions of the Present Study 
Our justification outlined above also brings us to the five specific aims of the 
present study. The first of these is basically descriptive and is concerned with 
identifying as precisely as possible some of the most obvious Jewish features in 
Ephesians. To what extent does Ephesians show a continuity with Jewish tradition? 
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Does the author of Ephesians embrace a Jewish world view? Does he perceive the 
world 'without' from the perspective of a Jew? My task is to show whether Eph. 2 can 
be best explained by the hypothesis that the author describes the Gentiles from a 
Jewish perspective. 
The second aim follows on from the first and is primarily explanatory and 
attempts to account for the author's Jewish perspective by commenting on the passage 
in 2.1-10. 
The third aim seeks to demonstrate, on the basis of our findings in Chapter 2, 
the major writing concern of the author in vv. 11-13. 
The fourth aim comes from the first three and is concerned with the question 
of how could Jew and Gentile be one. 
The f i f th aim of this study is to describe some of the implications of pax 
Christi for the Christian Gentiles and, not least, for their relationship with the Jews. 
The first two aims are taken up in Chapter 2 in which I shall argue that the 
passage in 2.1-10 gains its fullest significance within a Jewish context. I wil l also 
show the way in which the author employed the 'powers' language and the rhetoric of 
admission to heighten such s^sues as the social distance between Jews and Gentiles. 
The third aim is taken up in Chapter 3, which is devoted to a detailed exegesis 
of 2.11-13. This is informed throughout by the findings of Chapter 2 about Jewish 
categories and the Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles. 
The fourth and fif th aims are taken up in Chapters 4 and 5, respectively. 
Chapter 4 wil l show that the author of Ephesians has proffered a christological 
solution to an estranged humanity (vv. 14-18). Chapter 5 wil l show some of the 
implications of Christ's reconciling work for the Christian Gentiles and, not least, for 
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their relationships with the 'holy ones' which is re-defined within the framework of 
pax Christi (vv. 19-22) 
In the final chapter of the present study I will gather and summarize the 
conclusions, in which I also draw together some of the implications of this study for 
future research. 
The presuppositions concerning the letter to the Ephesians upon which this 
study stands are proposed as follows: (1) Ephesians wil l be understood as written by a 
(Christian) Jew, and who never ceased to be a Jew. 1 4 7 We wil l not presuppose Pauline 
authorship as a basis for the study, however. (2) Ephesians wil l be examined in its 
own right. The affinity of Ephesians with its 'sibling' letter, i.e. Colossians, and the 
undisputed letters of Paul, means that the terminology and concepts in Ephesians will 
be frequently compared to those in the earlier Paulines and Colossians. (3) Ephesians 
was written to Christian Gentiles. The author of Ephesians has this specific group of 
persons in mind and speaks to them in the second person (of the verbs he uses). 
1 4 7 This study does not intend to delve into the complex scholarly exchanges concerning the Pauline or 
Deutero-Pauline authorship of Ephesians, although clarification on this particular issue will help 
determine more accurately the historical context of our text. For a helpful discussion of the issue of 
authorship, see esp. Best, Ephesians2, 6-44; Kiimmel, Introduction, 350-366; Schnelle, History, 300-
303; Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 36-41; cf. idem, 'Traditions,' 3-25; Porter & Clarke, 'Perspective,' 57-86, et 
al. The conclusion of Mitton, Ephesians, 264, that the author of Ephesians 'was of Gentile birth' is self-
condemned and falls by the wayside on the grounds of the weight of evidence which points in the other 
direction; also Goodspeed, Meaning, who writes: 'The writer is a Greek Christian' (32). 
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Chapter 2 
Continuity or Discontinuity? The New Perspective on Ephesians, 
with Reference to Eph. 2.1-10 
2.1 Introduction 
There is now a broad consensus that most NT writers - including the author of 
Ephesians - were Christian Jews.1 The significance of this consensus on Ephesians, 
however, has not been fully appreciated.2 But with the 'new perspective on Paul' 
which helps us to gain a clearer view of the first-century Jews and Judaism, a fresh 
assessment of Ephesians within the 'new perspective' can now be made possible and 
is necessary.3 
The present chapter, which sets Ephesians within the 'new perpective', is to 
penetrate into the historical context of first century Judaism within which our epistle 
was written. Since a major part of .that 'context' is the self-understanding of the first-
century Jews, and Judaism, the following questions can therefore be posed at the 
outset of this study. Did the author of Ephesians see the world as a Jew? Can 
1 Despite the complex scholarly exchanges concerning the Pauline or Deutero-Pauline authorship of 
'Ephesians', the suggestion that the author is a Jew is accepted without demur by most scholars. For a 
helpful discussion of Ephesians from a Jewish background, see e.g. Merkel, 'Diskussion,' here 3195-
3212; Barth, Traditions,' 3-25; Dunn, 'Anti-Semitism,' 151-165; cf. idem, 'Deutero-Pauline Letters,' 
138. Lincoln, 'Theology,' 86-90, concludes that a Hellenistic Judaism should prove the most plausible 
background for Ephesians' own thought (90). Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 33-45, concludes that Hellenistic 
Judaism provides most illumination for some of the main concepts in Ephesians. 
2 See esp. Kuhn, 'Ephesians,* 115-131; MuBner, 'Contributions,' 159-178; cf. idem, Tractate, 29ff.; 
Dunn, 'Antisemitism,' 156-159; idem, 'Deutero-Pauline Letters,' 136-139. 
3 Sanders, Paul, 449, who provides the 'new perspective', has for some reason given almost no 
attention at all to Ephesians. Even his analysis of Eph. 2.11-22 is largely constrained by the parameters 
of his own thesis that 'those who already belong to Israel must still join the new movement' (see his 
sufficient evidence be culled from the letter itself as regards his Jewish attitude 
toward the Gentiles? What picture of Judaism can we draw from Ephesians? Was 
there an interaction going on between our author with the self-understaning of the 
Jews and Judaism? What significant bearing does this self-understanding have upon 
our study of Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles? Our first interpretative move is 
therefore an attempt to go inside the historical context of the author of Ephesians, 
leaving aside some of the questions which will be dealt with in the course of this 
study. Our major purpose at the moment is to examine how far and in what way the 
author of Ephesians shows a particular relationship to the Jewish heritage as regards 
language, terminology, thought, and ideas, and most importantly to lay bare the 
significant bearing of this Jewish context upon his attitude toward the Gentiles. To 
demonstrate my case I shall also focus particularly on 2.1-10 and attempt to set it as 
fully as possible into this context. This chapter concludes with the conviction that the 
passage in Eph. 2.1-10 can be best explained by the hypothesis that the author not 
only perceives the non-Jewish world as a Jew but also speaks in reconciliatory terms 
of Jews and,Gentiles who were both in need of God's gracious attitude and act 
toward them. 
Law, 172, italics mine). For a helpful assessment of Sanders, see esp. Dunn, 'New Perspective,' 184-
188. 
45 
2.2 Locating Ephesians within a Jewish Context 
The author uses characteristic Jewish language at the outset of his letter.4 He 
describes the recipients as the 'saints' with a view to identify the Gentiles believers 
with Israel's heritage (see also my discussion on 2.19; 3.18). His introductory eulogy 
('Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ...', 1.3-14) is deeply rooted 
in the Jewish scripture where the word - |Ta and its cognates occur no less than five 
hundred times.5 It shows a remarkable similarity to the terminology and motif of 
early Judaism(s) which eulogise the one God in its most common prayer, the 
Berakah.6 Striking parallels are found in hymns and prayers from Qumran texts 
which carried on this tradition (e.g. 1QS 11.15; 1QM 13.2; 14.4, 8; 18.6; 1QH 5.20; 
10.14; 11.27, 29, 32; 16.8).7 Such eulogies remained dominant in the synagogal 
4 Caragounis, Mysterion, 44, who rightly observes that the eulogy in Ephesians, like the eulogies found 
in the Apocryphal, the Qumran Hodayoth and the NT, is 'inspired by the common Israelite-Jewish 
background, which has left more than mere traces of religious devotion in the Psalms, and in the 
eulogies of the OT and Judaism'; Dunn, 'Deutero-Pauline Letters,' 136; Gibbs, Creation, 93-138. 
5 See e.g. 1 Kg. 8.15; Pss. 18.47; 28.6; 31.21; 66.20; 68.19; 119.12, etc. See further Westermann, 
Praise, 87-89, who argues that the earliest form of berakah occurred in individual response to an act 
of God's deliverance and provision. It became associated with the cult and with Israel's corporate 
worship later. To find in our present berakah a reference to 'baptismal-eulogy' is not only needlessly 
anachronistic, it is to forfeit the undisguised inclusivism of God's election, which the author leads us to 
expect at the outset, pace DahJ, 'Adresse,' who writes: 'Tatsachlich spielen in Eph 1: 3-14 Taufmotive 
eine grosse Rolle' (264). It is, however, possible to suggest that there is a close correlation between the 
eulogy and the contents of the letter and thus, Dahl's who labelled the introductory eulogy as 
'Briefeingangs-Eulogie', op. cit., 261. Dahl's 'baptismal' theory is followed by Courts, 'Ephesians 1.3-
14,' who argues that a liturgical prayer connected with baptism lies behind the berakah of Eph. 1; 
Kirby, Pentecost, 40ff.; Schlier, Epheser, 72. For a detailed discusion on the the 'epistolary function' 
of the eulogy, see esp. O'Brien, 'Unusual Introduction,' esp. 510-512. See also Caragounis, Mysterion, 
who comments: rOne must neither expect the Eulogy as if the Eulogy were merely the announcement 
of a sermon's contents (since it has instructive function itself), nor must one think, on the other hand, 
that the points of contact between the Eulogy and the rest of the Epistle are rather hazy and undefined' 
(50). 
6 See e.g. Tob. 8.5, 15; Jud. 13.17-18; PAz. 3, 29-34; 2 Mace. 1.17; 1 Esdr. 4.40, 60; 3 Mace. 7.23. 
7 The extent of Semitisms in Ephesians is observed by Kuhn, 'Ephesians,' who argues that 'one cannot 
fail to notice the striking similarity between a sentence such as the one we find in Eph. 1.3-14 and the 
typical Hebrew sentence structure of the Qumran Texts' (117); Deichgraber, Gotteshymus, 72-75, esp. 
75; Braun, Qumran, 215-225. See also Flusser, 'Psalms,' here 551-552; O'Brien, 'Unusual 
Introduction,' here 507-509; Caragounis, Mysterion, 44. 
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benedictions and prayers such as the Shemoneh 'Esreh (1, 18, Palestinian rec.).8 The 
thought world behind these blessings is clearly the common value shared by our 
author and other devout Jews that the 'one God' is the real bestower of blessing and 
initiator for every step towards its realization (1.10).9 The introductory eulogy-
language in Ephesians can therefore be seen as an effective means by which such 
common value is conveyed or sustained (cf. 1 Cor. 1.3; Luke 1.68-75; 1 Pet. 1.3). 
What is new in Ephesians with respect to the Jewish tradition is such expressions as 
'the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ' and the repetition of such formulae as 'in 
Christ' or 'in him'. Nevertheless, the incorporation of these expressions into the 
Ephesians' eulogy is one of Ephesians' distinctive contributions, highlighting the 
christological intensification of the eulogy-motif rather than 'the distinctive Christian 
content of this berakah in comparison with its Jewish counterparts'.10 It means that 
the grounds for the broad sweep of God's plan and the manifold spiritual blessings to 
both Jew and Gentile in Christ can be comprehended by taking the common value 
mentioned above as its starting point. 
But the eulogy mentioned above is composed also with a view to present 
..•) 
Christ as having integrally 'participated' in God's electing purpose 'before the 
foundation of the world' . 1 1 There can be little doubt that the author of Ephesians is 
obsessed with the idea of Christ as a mediation of God's election and redemption 
(e.g. 6 e-u^oynaai;... ev i<p Xptaxq), v. 3; e%eXe^,axo r^ac, ev npo 
8 See further Schurer, HJPAJC, 2.455-463; Str-B, 4.616ff., 627ff.; van Roon, Authenticity, 182-190. 
9 Thus in m. Ber. 35a, we read: 'It is forbidden to a man to enjoy anything of this world without a 
benediction, and if anyone enjoys anything of this world without a benediction, he commits sacrilege'. 
1 0 Pace Lincoln, Ephesians, 11,21. 
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KcraxPoXfic, Koau .ou, v. 4; npoopiaac, r\u.ac,... 5id "Tnaou Xpicxov K X X . , V . 5; 
exapi-ccoaev i\\i6tq ev z& TYY0C7tr|U.evcp, v. 6; ev & &xou.ev W arcoA/bxpcoatv 8ia 
%ox> cunaxoc, cunov, v. 7; rcpoeGexo ev crina), v. 9; avaKe<paXai(baaa9ai xa 
rcavxa ev xcp Xpioxw... ev orbxo), v. 10; ev § K a i eKA,r|pd)9r|jj.ev 7tpoopia9evxec, 
KCCXCC npoGeaiv... ccuxoft, v. 11; ev xq> Xpiaxcp, w . 10, 12).1 2 The key to 
understanding the author's message here is the recognition that what has come to 
pass ' in ' and 'through' Christ was God's own predetermination from the beginning.13 
His thesis about Christ is bold enough, but it in no way poses any threat to his 
monotheism (cf. 4.5-6; see my discussion below). Indeed his manner of speech and 
thought world is akin to that of the Jewish wisdom tradition in which such concepts 
of 'wisdom' or 'Logos' were often employed to speak of God's activity and his 
nearness to his creation (cf. Prov. 3.19/Ps. 103.24, LXX; 8.22-31; Sir. 1.4; 24.9; 
Wisd. Sol. 6.22-8.1; HQtgJob 30.1-5; 11Q5 26.14-15; Gen R. 1.1; Philo, Opif. 16-
24). 1 4 The category of divine 'wisdom' which is now applied to Christ enables our 
author to speak with certainty of the 'one God' in his elective and redemptive 
immanence.15, By saying that Christ is 'involved' in God's electing activity, the 
1 1 The phrase npb KaxapoXfjq Koauou also appears elsewhere in the NT: see e.g. 2 Tim. 1.9; John 
17.24; 1 Pet. 20. 
1 2 Allan, 'Formula,' suggests that the 'in Christ' formula in Ephesians is 'the formula of God's activity 
through Christ' (59). The extensive repetition of such prepositional phrases as 'in Christ' and 'through 
Christ' (or a variation of these phrases) throughout the eulogy suggests strongly that the author has 
intended his readers to give heed to the role of Christ in God's electing activity. 
1 3; See further Hofius, 'Erwahlt,' who argues that the idea of God's election 'before the creation of the 
world' has already been developed in early Judaism (128). 
1 4 See esp. Dunn, 'Monotheistic Faith,' here 318-321; cf. idem, Dunn, Christ, 15-16; Gilbert, 
'Wisdom,' esp. 284-288; Nickelsburg & Stone, Faith, 203-231; Hengel, Judaism, 153ff. See also 
Wilckens, 'oocpva,' 465-476; Fohrer, 'ao<pia,' 476-526, with extensive further bibliography. 
1 5 The older standard works have taken our expression in v. 4 literally to mean Christ's real pre-
existence: see e.g. Schlier, Epheser, 49 who speaks of the Christian adaptation of the Jewish 
theologoumenon of the preexistence of the Messiah and the people of salvation. It is, however, 
dubious that such a 'Jewish theologoumenon' can be found in pre-Christian Judaism(s). Lincoln, 
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author of Ephesians is able to lay bare his claim that Christ is indeed the definitive 
self-expression of God's original purpose in electing his people.16 His 'wisdom' 
language could easily evoke in the Gentile readers a deep sense of assurance of God's 
purpose for them: 'In/through him (Christ) even you (Gentiles)... were sealed with 
the promised Holy Spirit, which is the guarantee of our inheritance until we acquire 
possession of it, to the praise of his (God's) Glory' (vv. 13-14, my own translation). 
The language of divine wisdom, which is found quite often in Jewish apologetic in 
which Jewish particularism and the belief in the one God are held together, is now 
employed by our author to lay bare the conviction that God's choice is 'in Christ'. 
Despite his christological claims, it is safe to say that the 'wisdom' language in the 
introductory eulogy can be located within the Jewish 'wisdom' tradition. 
The same characteristically Jewish character lies behind the author's 
statements about God. Although the idea of God as Father is familiar enough in 
Greek,17 the language here is that of the 'God-Father'18 who chooses a people 'to be 
Ephesians, 24 claims that 'probably the notion of the election of believers in Christ has been combined 
with that of the'preexistence of Christ'. Hamerton-Kelly, Pre-existence, concludes that 'both Christ, 
and, in him, Christians, must have enjoyed "ideal pre-existence" before the world' (here 181-182); 
Beker, Heirs, 89-91. Schnabel, 'Wisdom,' here 970-971, argues that such prepositional phrases as 'in 
him' - be it understood as in an instrumental sense or the 'sphere' within which the work of creation 
took place - only makes sense if Christ was present at creation (970-971), et al. 
1 6 This claim almost certainly goes beyond that of the earlier Pauline letters. Strangely enough, the 
'wisdom' language (vv. 3-4) is not discussed in Dunn's Christology, 235-236; cf. idem, TPA, 266-288; 
Christ, 15-16,17-18. 
1 7 See e.g. Homer, Od. 1.28; //. 1.544, 15.47; Plato, Tim. 28c; Pindar, Olymp. Od. 2.17; Epictetus, 
Diss. 1.3.1, et al. See further Schrenk, '7tc£TT|p,' 945-959, with extensive further bibliography. 
1 8 My own translation. The non-use of a second definite article in the expression 6 Gedc, KOCI natfip 
may have been //zoologically significant: the author of Ephesians may deliberately regard the two terms 
(i.e. 'God' and 'Father') which he placed in one regimen as belonging naturally together as a unit in 
concept or reality. Be that as it may, the author, unlike the Greek, does not recognise the designation 
'Father' as a mere 'manifestation' of the one God. Thus, Eph. 1.3 may need to be paraphrased more 
accurately as 'Blessed be the God-Father of our Lord Jesus Christ...' (e.g. 1.3; also, 5.20: 'always and 
for everything giving thanks in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ to the God-Father' rather than, 
contra NRSV: '...to God the Father'); cf. 1.2, 17; 6.23. 
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holy and unblemished before h im ' 1 9 is exclusively Jewish: it refers to God's 
relationship with the people of Israel (Deut. 7.6; 14.2; 32.6; Isa. 63.16, twice; 64.8; 
Jer. 31.9; Mai. 1.6; 2.10).2 0 To be sure, the connection between 'God' and 'Father' is 
a clear reminder of Israel's self-understanding as the people that is bounded by God's 
gracious election, covenant, and the promise of salvation. God is the 'Father of 
corporate or national Israel'.2 1 This well explains why Jews - both of the diaspora and 
of Palestine - could easily invoke God as their Father: 'Look upon the descendants of 
Abraham, O Father, upon the children of the sainted Jacob, a people of your 
consecrated portion who are perishing as foreigners in a foreign land' (3 Mace. 6.3, 
cf. 5.7; Tob. 13.4; Wisd. Sol. 2.13-20; 14.3; Sir. 23.4; 51.10 [Hebr.]; Jub. 1.23-25; 
28; 1QH 9.35-36; 4Q373 1.16; 4Q460 5.6; Josephus, Ant. 5.93). The author of 
Ephesians has certainly shared the same 'semantic universe' (to use MuBner's words) 
with other devout Jews when he evoked the electing love of God in his eulogy, 
despite his undisguised inclusivism in which the Gentiles can also invoke the God of 
Israel as their Father (1.2, 3-14, 17; 3.14-15; 5.20; 6.23).22 Not unrelated to this 
1 9 The L X X has already chosen ciuxouoc, as the translation value for Con, 'perfect', and defines this 
term in relation to sacrificial animals generally as meaning 'without a blemish'. The basic idea of 'holy 
and unblemish' is derived from the OT cult, denoting that which has been set apart or consecrated to 
God, e.g. Exod. 29.1; Lev. 1.3, 10; 22.21; Num. 6.14; Ezek. 43.22-25, etc. The parallel is particularly 
close with Col. 1.22; see also 1QS 3.7-9; 8.4-9; CD 20.1-2 (Bnp D^Dn), 20.5 and 7 (Bnpn CPDn); 
cf. 1QS 2.1. The author of Ephesians has 'transcoded' probably the 'holy and unblemish' language of 
its ordinary cultic use by suggesting that moral and religious blamelessness are fundamentally 
essential, just as physical perfection of a sacrifice is an unnegotiable presupposition of cultic use. The 
same transcoding can also be seen in 5.27, at which the presentation of the wife to Christ is likened to 
an unblemished 'sacrifice' offered to God. See further Dunn, 'Deutero-Pauline Letters,' 137; cf. idem, 
Colossians & Philemon, 109-110. 
2 0 See also Joseph & Aseneth 8.9; see also midr. Ps. 74.1; 93.3; Gen. R.I.5. 
2 1 Fitzmyer, Paul, 53; Michel, 'na-ofip,' 54; Hofius, 'rca-trip,' here 617-618. 
2 2 The most fundamental Jewish belief of God as Father is shared by other NT writers. The 'God-
Father' designation is a typically Pauline expression: out of 11 times, 8 are found in Pauline letters, see 
e.g. Rom. 15.6, 24; 2 Cor. 1.3; 11.31; Gal. 1.4; 1 Thess. 3.11, 13; see also Jas. 1.27; 1 Pet. 1.3; Rev. 
1.6. 
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invigoration is the author's recitation of the Jewish Shema, the confession of 'God is 
one': 'One God-Father of all, who is above all and through all and in all' (4.6). 2 3 For 
anyone who is familiar with the Jewish scriptures evocation of the Shema would 
immediately evoke the characteristic talk of the 'one God', namely 'the Lord God of 
Israel' (e.g. Deut. 6.4-9; 11.13-21; Num. 15.37-41; 2 Bar. 48.24; Sib. Or. 3.11; 4.30; 
Philo, Spec. Leg. 1.67; Opf. Mundi 171; Josephus, Ant. 4.201; Contra Ap. 2.193; 
Shemoneh 'Esreh 18).2 4 It is safe to say that our author does not advocate a new God. 
His confession of the 'one God' here is obviously the natural result of the (Jewish) 
monotheistic tradition which he embraces and his confession, a manifesto of a Jew's 
faith in the one God of Israel.25 One may add that his affirmation of the 'one God' 
and 'one Lord' (4.5-6; cf. 1 Cor. 8.6), the risen and ascended Christ and mediator 
between God and humankind, exhibits still Jewish features by following Jewish 
tradition of monotheistic belief rather than an infringement of that belief - he clearly 
acknowledges that the 'one God' is 'the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ' 
(1.3, 17; 1.19-22, par. Ps. 110.1).2* 
2 3 The translation of Eph. 4.6 in NRSV, i.e. 'one God and Father of all', is less accurate. See further 
Harris,'Prepositions,'1178. 
2 4 This basic declaration and manifesto of Judaism is found elsewhere in the NT, see e.g. Rom. 3.30; 1 
Cor. 8.4; Gal. 3.20; 1 Tim. 2.5. See further Str-B 4.189-207; Schiirer, HJPAJC 2.454-455; Dunn, TPA, 
§2.2; Neufeld, Confessions, 34-41,44 n. 4; Borgen, 'Unity,' 131-141; Schrenk, 'noLvf\p,' 978, n. 206. 
2 5 That Christians and Jews believed in the same God did not go unrecognised by the 'outsider', see 
e.g. Contra Celsum 5.59. See further Dunn, TPA, §2.2. See also Neufeld, Confessions, 36. 
2 6 Contra de Lacey, 'One Lord,' 191-203, who contends that 'Jesus' lordship can almost threaten the 
Father's godship' (201). See further Dunn, TPA, §10.3, esp. 246-265, esp. 254; Neufeld, Confessions, 
67. Hurtado, One God, 99-103, argues that 'early Christian devotion constituted a significant mutation 
or innovation in Jewish monotheistic tradition' (99). He righdy observes that Christ is the object of 
hymnic praise in the context of Eph. 5.19, i.e. 'making melody to the Lord [sc.] with all your heart' 
(102-103, italics his). Such veneration to Christ, according to Hurtado, would have been perceived as 
an infringement on monotheism by Jews, while the Christians themselves retained monotheism in a 
permutated form ('binitarian monotheism'). Hurtado has drawn a clear line of discontinuity between 
Jewish concepts and 'Pauline Christianity' in Ephesians. However, we would need to note (a) that the 
object of thanksgivings in Ephesians is not the glorified Christ, but God (5.20) and (b) that the 
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The foregoing observation is important for our study, for, as we shall see, it is 
precisely the author's fundamental belief in the oneness of God that provides the best 
explanation for the way in which he perceives and assesses the world 'without' (TCC 
eQvn, cf. 2.11; 3.1; 4.17), and in particular the way in which he caricatures the 'world 
of this darkness' (see my discussion of 2.2, 11-12 below; see also 6.10-12). This can 
be easily justified when we refer to his ethical argumentation in which the Gentiles' 
moral conduct was scrutinized exclusively from the perspective of a Jew: 'and you 
must no longer walk as the Gentiles do...' (4.17, lit.). The Gentiles' deep-rooted 
ignorance, according to this perspective, is due to the fact that they had lopped 
themselves off from the source of life, i.e. they were 'alienated from the life of the 
(one) God' (4.18-19).27 His language here is a clear reflection of traditional Jewish 
polemics against the Gentiles with respect to the moral standard of the latter.28 It is 
safe to say that the author's concept about God is essentially a reflection of his self-
understanding which gives us an inkling of his own awareness of his own 
relationship to God. ' 
'veneration' given to Christ is only an attendant circumstance (expressed by the participial 
evxocpiaTovvTeq; cf. XctXoftvrei;, 68ovie<;; yaWovxzc,, v. 19): it did not appear until the Ephesian 
readers were urged to be 'filled by the Spirit (of God!)' (5.18). The venerative statement in Eph. 5.19 
is therefore subordinate to the idea of the nearness of God to humankind (through His spirit) and 
therefore cannot be perceived as an infringement of traditional Jewish monotheism. For a critique of 
Hurtado's 'binitarian monotheism', see esp. Stuckenbruck, Angel Veneration, who argues that the 
veneration of angels in early Judaism provided a kind of structure or paradigm for Christians 
by/through which they expressed their monotheistic faith once they were showing veneration to Christ 
(7-9, 200-204). 
2 7 Moritz, Mystery, 24 n.3, argues that the author no longer equates the Gentile readers with the 
nations. This observation, however, is ill-judged, for the author's statements in 4.17-19 tell us more 
about the author's attitudes toward the non-Jewish world, i.e. the 'nations', than about his Gentile 
readers. 
2 8 See e.g. Isa. 1.17-25; 41.8-9; 44.9-20; Job. 18.21; Ps. 79.6; Jer. 10.25; 1 Mace. 1.27; 3 Mace. 4.16; 
Wisd. Sol. 13.1; 14.23-26; 2 Esd. 7.48; Jud. 8.20; PAz. 22; Epist. Jer. passim. See also Rom. 1.21-25; 
1 Thess. 4.5; 2 Thess. 1.8. See further Dunn, 'Deutero-Pauline Letters', 139; Johnson, 'Slander,' 419-
441; Schurer, HJPAJC 2.454-455, 481-482; Kobelski, 'Ephesians,' 889. 
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The use of the 'mystery' language in Ephesians is extensive (1.9; 3.3, 4, 
9;.5.32; 6.19). There is now a broad consensus that the idea of divine secrets and 
purposes, which were once hidden but have been revealed or made 'seen' by divine 
agency is clearly a reflection of the Jewish apocalyptic thought in which God is the 
revealer of mysteries (Dan. 2.18-19, 27-30; lQpHab. 7.4f.; 1QH 4.27f.; 1QS 3.23; 
4.18; 11.5-7; lQMyst; 2 Esdr. 10.38;14.5; 1 Enoch 51.3;103.2; 2 Apoc. Bar. 81.4, et 
at).29 This is the sense of 'mystery' clearly in view in 1.9 - 'For he has made known 
to us in all wisdom and insight the mystery of his wil l , according to his purpose 
which he set forth in Christ'. God's 'manifold wisdom and insight' is focused largely 
on God's plan to unite all things in Christ, and this includes the incorporation of the 
Gentiles into the body of Christ: namely that 'Gentiles are fellow-heirs, members of 
the same body and partakers of the promise in Christ Jesus' (cf. 1.17-19).30 In 3.3-6, 
the holy apostles and prophets lay bare the execution of a 'mystery', hitherto known 
only to God, but now made known to humankind. The 'mystery' language in Eph. 
6.19 can also be read in the same light, where the 'mystery of the gospel' (6.19; cf. 
6.15) refers,,most probably, to the gospel of reconciliation (6.15). Here again the 
author's thought process is impregnated with characteristic Jewish apocalyptic ideas, 
2 9 I am grateful to Dr. Loren Stuckenbruck for suggesting that there are 'good' and 'bad' mysteries in 
early Judaism (cf, 1Q23 9+14+15; 1 Enoch 15-16). See also Brown, Semitic Background, 22-29, 57 n. 
168; Bockmuehl, Revelation, 199-205; MuBner, 'Contributions,' here 159-163; Kuhn, 'Ephesians,' 
here 118-119; Braun, Qumran, 1.215-225; O'Brien, 'Mystery,' 622; Dunn, Colossians & Philemon, 
here 119-121; Schlier, Epheser, 60; Lincoln, Ephesians, 30-31. 
3 0 Pace Dahl, 'Cosmic Dimensions,' 69-70, who rightly observes that the theme of revealed 
knowledge is much more prominent in Ephesians than in any other Pauline letter, including 
Colossians, but he ignores in his exegesis of Eph. 3.18 that the focus therein is not on the 
'immeasurable dimension of the universe' or the 'revelation of cosmological mysteries' but on the 
theme of God's 'mystery' in which God's purpose is to include Gentiles in his saving purpose. For a 
summary of interpretations of the dimensional language in 3.18, see esp. Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 395-
397. 
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for the gospel is probably a divine revelation which could be proclaimed only when 
the (divine) utterance was given to the steward of the mystery (cf. 1.17-18; 1QH 
1.21; Luke 1.64).31 Perhaps most striking of all is the author's statement in 3.9, 
where 'the plan of the mystery' which is hidden for ages in God might be made 
known to the 'powers' in the heavenly places. 
The same conclusion can also be drawn from the author's use of the Jewish 
Scriptures, which clearly shows the continuity of Ephesians with the Jewish tradition 
and, not least, our author's debt to the tradition. This has long since been recognised 
by many scholars,32 albeit the citation of the Jewish scriptures is not often prefaced 
by explicit introductory formulae.33 To these we must add the various allusions of 
differing strength to the Jewish scriptures. These are 'quotations' or covert references 
without formal invocation.34 'We cannot speak of literary artifice so much as of a 
3 1 The 'mystery' in 5.32 is difficult. The most plausible explanation, according to Bockmuehl, is that 
'we are dealing with an exegetical mystery: a deeper (in this case either allegorical or prophetic) 
meaning of a Scriptural text which has been elicited by means of some form of inspired exegesis. In 
other words, the deeper meaning of Gent2: 24 points typically to Christ and the church' (Revelation, 
204, italics his). For a different interpretation, see e.g. Lincoln, !Use,' 33. 
3 2 See in particular Lincoln, 'Use,' 18-25; Hiibner, Vetas Testamentum, 425-479; cf. idem, Biblische 
Theologie, 2.374; Barth, 'Traditions,' 3-25; Moritz, Mystery, passim; Dunn, 'Deutero-Pauline Letters,' 
here 137-138. It is incorrect, contra Beker, Heirs, 93, to say that there is a 'nearly complete neglect of 
the Old Testament' in Ephesians; Liadcmana, Aufhebung, who minimises the significance of the role 
of the Jewish scriptures in Ephesians: 'Es hat sich gezeigt, da8 der Verfasser des Epheserbriefes iiber 
einen "Schriftgebrauch" im spezifischen Sinne nicht verfugt' (89). 
3 3 Strictly speaking, there is only one passage in Ephesians with an explicit introductory formula: 
4.8/Ps. 68.19, MT[?]). The following examples are obviously direct quotations from the OT which 
appear without any formal quotation formula: 1.20/Ps. 1101; 1.22/Ps: 8.7; 2.17/Isa. 57.19; 5.31/Gen. 
2.24; 6.2-3/Exod. 20.12; Deut. 5.16). To these the passage in 5.14 must also be added, where an 
introductory formula clearly refers the readers to the 'scripture', but the exact location of OT text is 
not certain (Is. 26.19; 51.17[?]). 
3 4 There are no less than 30 allusions which can be conveniently detected in Ephesians. Passages 
which appear in Ephesians: are written in bold-letters: 4.14/Isa. 57.20; Sir. 5.9; 4.24/Gen. 1.26-27; 
Wisd. Sol. 9.3; 4.25/Zech 8.16; 4.26/Ps. 4.5; Prov 4.5; Deut. 24.15; 4.30/Isa. 63.10; 5.2/ExodL 29.18; 
Ps; 40.6; Ezek.20.41; 5.5/Wisd. Sol. 14.12; 5.16/Dan. 2.8; Amos 5.13; 5.18/Prov. 23.31; 5.26/Isa. 
61.10/Ezek. 16.9; 5.31-32/Gen. 2.24; 1 Cor. 6.16; Matt. 19.15; Mk 10.7-8; 6.2-3/Exod. 20.12; Deut. 
5.16; Matt. 15.4; Mk 7.10; Luke 18.20; 6.4/Prov. 2.2; 3.11; 6.7/2 Chr. 19.6; 6.9/Lev. 25.43; 6.10/Isa. 
40:26; 6.13/Wisd. Sol. 5.17; 6.14/Isa. 11.5; 59.17; Wisd. Sol. 5.18; 6.15/Isa. 52.7; Nah. 2.1; 
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mode of thought and speech whose very language and metaphors have been shaped 
by life-long familiarity with the Jewish scriptures.'35 
Especially characteristic of our epistle is the author's frequent appeal to the 
Jewish scriptures to consolidate his ethical arguments.36 He has resorted to the 
scriptures to link the Jewish tradition to his ethical injunctions by allowing the words 
of the scripture to influence the shaping of his teaching. We may note, for example, 
the author's perspective on the husband-wife relationship, which is clearly informed 
by the Jewish scripture (5.31; Gen. 2.24; cf. 4Q416 2.4.1-13; Matt. 19.5). The 
oneness of husband and wife, which is perceived as a microcosm of the oneness of 
Christ and his church-body is now reinforced with the Jewish scripture as its vehicle 
( w . 23, 28, 29, 30). Scriptural reference also stands behind the command to honour 
parents (6.2-3), which is a nonformal invocation to Exod. 20.12 (cf. Deut. 5.16; Col. 
3.20).37 The 'commandment of God' here not only shows the common value which 
our author shared with other Jewish writers (cf. Sir. 3.3-16; 4Q416 2.3.15-19 
[=Sapiential Work A] ; Philo, Sped. 2.261; Decal. 1.121; midr. Deut. R. 6 on Deut. 
22.6; Col. 3.20) but also provides a good starting point for religious dialogues (if not 
quarrels) among the Jews.38 The 'volume' of the allusion to the Jewish scriptures 
6.16/Wisd. Sol. 5.19, 21; 6.17/Isa 49.2; 59.17; Hos. 6.5. See also Dunn, 'Deutero-Pauline Letters,' 
137-138. 
3 5 Dunn, 'Deutero-Pauline Letters, M 3 8. 
3 6 Sampley, One Flesh, 159-163, concludes that '[t]he theological and ethical perspective of the 
author of Ephesians are informed by and grounded in the OT'(160). 
3 7 See also Freund, 'Decalogue,' 140-141, who concludes that the Decalogue may have been seen as 
vehicle for the expression of relevant and immediate ethical, societal, or religious concerns, and that 
the citations of differing orders and commandments by key Hebrew Bible and New Testament figures 
imply that 'they saw the Sinaitic revelation as something more than a one-time appearance and 
declaration' (140-141). 
3 8 See e.g. the 'in-house' dispute between Jesus and the 'Pharisees and the scribes' (e.g. Matt. 15.4; 
Mark 7.10; 10.19). 
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becomes even louder when the author attaches to the commandment God's 
'promise', echoing the original promise of the land (i.e. Canaan) to Israel - even 
though the 'earth' here may have become a well-tempered word which enables our 
author to broaden the scope of the promise to include the Gentile readers as its 
bearers: 'that it may be well with you and that you may live long on the earth' (6.2b-
3; cf. Deut. 5.16).39 In all these ways the author's use of the Jewish scriptures reveals 
facets of Ephesians' setting within Judaism. The Jewish scriptures provide the best 
possible interpretative context for the ethical teaching in Ephesians. 
The reason for the heavy use of the Jewish scripture in Ephesians is obvious 
enough: it shows the continuity of Ephesians with the Jewish tradition to such an 
extent that the Jewish scriptures had become part of the author's tacit dimension, 
forming the 'grid' of his theological and ethical weaving.40 The underlying 
indebtedness to the scriptures best explains why such formal 'introductory' formulae 
as 'in accordance with the scriptures' are scarcely required in Ephesians.41 The 
author's use of the scriptures may not have conformed to our modern ideas and 
criteria of quoting scriptures,42 but it does conform to the contemporary Jewish way 
of interpreting it and must be judged in that light. 4 3 It also means that we (hearers) 
would be able to discern (i.e. by hindsight) the 'echo' of the original voice i f due 
3 9 Lincoln, 'Use,' 39, who rightly observes that the promise has been introduced by the writer to 
reinforce the commandment, but it is far from truth that 'as consequence the writer may have failed to 
integrate its Jewish this-wordly perspective consistently with his earlier interpretation of inheritance' 
(39). 
4 0 I am indebted to Polanyi, Personal Knowledge, 87. See also Dodd, Scriptures, who concludes that 
the Old Testament scripture is the 'substructure' of all Christian theology (127); cf. Dunn, TPA, §7.2. 
4 1 Schrage, Ethics, writes: 'The Jewish tradition of the OT is rather already an integral part of the 
Christian tradition' (248). 
4 2 See further Koch, Schrift, 11-23, who sets forth in a methodological precise way the criteria used to 
determine a direct quotation; Thompson, Clothed with Christ, esp. ch. 1. 
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attention is given first and foremost to the language of scripture which our author has 
uttered.44 
Two further indicators of the Jewish character of Ephesians are also worth 
mentioning before we conclude our present analysis. The directions to slaves and 
masters (Eph. 6.5-9) is based presumably on two Jewish motifs: the 'fear of the 
Lord ' 4 5 and God's impartiality,46 which are peculiarly Jewish ideas. In his 
exhortation to the 'masters'47 our author also uses characteristic language of Jewish 
apocalyptic thought, where the heavenly realm above had a number of regions (Deut. 
10.14; 1 Kgs. 8.27; 2 Chron. 2.6; Neh. 9.6; 1 Enoch 60.8; 61.12; 70.3; 2 Enoch 8.1; 
Apoc. Mos. 37.5).4 8 The implication is that the author views the present (social) 
reality from the perspective of God's cosmic majesty (2 Mace. 15.4; Jud. 9.12).49 
The exhortation on the battle against the 'powers', which forms the final part 
of the paraenesis in Ephesians (6.10-20), uses characteristic Jewish language. The 
4 3 See further Fitzmyer, 'Quotations,' 3-58; cf. Carson & Williamson, It is Written, passim. 
4 4 Pace Moritz, Mystery, who concludes that 'the subtle use of Israel's Scriptures which is best 
explained on the presupposition that 'there was a not insigmificant Jewish-minded contingent - perhaps 
ethnic Jews or gentile God-fearers - among the addressees' (25, 54) and that significant portion of the 
recipients had sufficient knowledge of these Scriptures to appreciate the thrust of the quotations and 
allusions employed' (216). What Moritz has overlooked, however, is the more fundamental aspect of 
the speaker's perspective. It is more likely that the Jewish Scriptures reveal the continuity of 
Ephesians with the Jewish tradition and, more importantly, the author's indebtedness to that tradition 
which provides the proper basis for establishing some of the taken-for-granted assumptions of the 
author. For a helpful discussion of the social function of allusions, see e.g. Dunn, 1 Corinthians, here 
101; Barth, 'Traditions,' 5. See further Giles, 'Ethnicity Markers,' 251-289; Holmes, Sociolinguistics, 
190-201. 
4 5 5.21; Jud. 14.3; Wisd. 17.10; 2 Esdr. 15.33; 15.37. The same motif is echoed in the NT: see e.g. 
Phil. 2.12-13. In our present context, it is Christ rather than the earthly masters that slaves should fear. 
4 6 See e.g. Deut. 10.17; 2 Chr. 19.7; Sir. 35.12-16; cf. Acts. 10.34; Rom. 2.11; Col. 3.25; Jas. 2.1. 
4 7 The word play icupioi/Ktynoc, (paronomasia) is conceived in the original. 
4 8 Pace Lincoln, 'Heavenlies,' who suggests that the author of Ephesians was not concerned about the 
number of heavens, nor dependent on apocalyptic or rabbinic speculation in this regard (479-480). 
4 9 See especially Gibbs, Creation 131, who points out that the significance of heaven is that it is where 
God's throne is. 
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topos of 'warfare' is familiar enough in classical Greek (and Roman) literature,50 but 
the idea of 'putting on the armour of God' is wholly and exclusively Jewish.51 The 
author has alluded to the Jewish scriptures (Isa. 11.5; 59.17; Wisd. Sol. 5.18). He 
uses characteristic Jewish language throughout: 'flesh and blood', i.e. a well-
established Jewish expression for humanity (Hebr. D"P ~W2, 6.12; Sir. 14.18; 1 
Enoch 15.4; b. Sank. 91a; Matt. 16.17; 18.23; 1 Cor. 15.50; Gal. 1.16; Heb. 2.14);5 2 
'having girded your loins' (6.14; Exod. 12.11; Jer. 1.17; Jud. 4.14); 'having put on 
the breastplate of righteousness' (6.14; Isa. 11.5; Wisd. Sol. 5.18); 'the helmet of 
salvation' (6.17; Isa. 59.17);53 'the sword of the Spirit, the word of God' (6.17; Isa. 
49.2; Hos. 6.5); and, 'open my mouth' (6.19; Ezek. 3.27; 29.21; Wisd. Sol. 10.21; 
Sir. 15.5; 24.2; 2 Esdr. 9.28; 14.37-41; 1QH 10.7).54 Given the various Jewish 
features in the expressions mentioned above, we cannot but admit that these are 
significant clues to the author's ethnicity and that his thought processes are 
impregnated with characteristic Jewish thought and manner of speech.55 
•••) 
5 0 See in particular Burgess, 'Epideictic Literature,' here 209-214. Burgess contends that warfare 
furnishes a theme for speeches common to almost all writers in history, and that the conditions under 
which general's speech is supposed to be delivered are those of an army at the moment of conflict; 
Shelton, Romans, esp. ch. 11. 
5 1 See in particular Neufeld, Armour. 
5 2 The phrase jcpdq cttua m i a&pica, in which the preposition npd<; governs the two nouns in one 
regimen, suggests that the author perceives the 'blood' and 'flesh' as conceptually one. See also 
Behm, 'aiu.a,' who concludes that 'Greek authors who bring the words together think more of the 
actual constituents of the human body' (172); Bocher, 'ocTu«,' here 38. 
5 3 Pace Lincoln, 'Use,' 42-43, who concludes that the homily of Eph. 6 is inspired by the Pauline 
depiction of the believer's armour in 1 Thess. 5.8. He does not, however, indicate whether 1 Thess. 5.8 
also uses typical Jewish language. 
5 4 It is likely that the author has likened himself to the prophets of the Jewish scriptures, proclaiming 
'the mystery of the Gospel'. 
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2.3 The New Perspective on Eph. 2.1-10 
It should be clear by now how far and in what way the author has spoken as 
one who perceives the world as a Jew, echoing typically Jewish language, 
terminology, thought and ideas. The various Jewish categories mentioned in the 
foregoing are but a starting point for our exploration of Ephesians within a Jewish 
context. As we shall see, the spectacle of the Gentile 'other' in 2.1-22 gains its laden 
significance within this Jewish context. I shall show in our exegesis of vv. 1-10 that 
our passage provides some of the most important information about the Gentile 
'other' from a Jewish perspective. 
2.3.1 A Jewish Representation of the Gentile 'Other' 
The Gentiles ('you'), 5 6 over against 'we also' in v. 3, 5 7 'were dead in their 
trespasses and sins', meaning by that they were in 'false steps' or unintentional 
blunders (cf. 1.7),58 and, they deliberately deviated from the right way or failed to 
5 5 See also Holmes, Sociolinguistics, esp. ch. 8. 
5 6 The pronoun stands in the accusative case, but there is no expressed verb to which it forms the 
object. The verb implied is probably 'make alive' in v. 5 below: 'But God... brought us to life'. 
5 7 Lincoln, Ephesians, 91-92, who contends, and quite rightly so, that 'the readers are primarily 
Gentile Christians (cf. 2:11), but he concludes that 'this is not deducible either from the force of the 
K C U or the use of the second person plural as over against the first person plural.' Lincoln's claim is 
pedantically unnecessary, for it can only be sustained when vv. 1-10 is read in isolation from its 
subsequent paragraph - which is not so in the original (written without accents, breathings and 
paragraph divisions in a modern sense). But more importantly, Lincoln also failed to detect the various 
Jewish features in Eph. 2.1-22 which show that the author speaks of the Gentiles from a Jewish 
viewpoint in which 'you' is understood as the ethnic 'other'. See further Kuhn, 'Ephesians,' 115-131; 
MuBner, 'Contributions,' 162-163, 166-167, 171,175-176; Braun, Qumran, 216-217; Dunn, 'Deutero-
Pauline Letters,' here 138; Bruce, Ephesians, 283. 
5 8 See e.g. Rom. 6.23; 7.10, 24; 8.10; Col. 2.13; Pss. Sol. 3.7; 13.5, 10; Polybius, Hist. 15.23.5. See 
further Bauder, 'jtap&;iTG)ua,' 585-586; Wolter, 'jtapdnta))j.a,' 33-34; Michaelis, 'nap6^nxm\^a,, 170-
172; BAGD, s.v., 2aa. 
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achieve God's standard.59 The net result of both their unintentional errors and 
deliberate unacceptable conduct is the same: their faults had led them to (spiritual) 
death. The theology behind such caricature is typically Jewish (Gen. 2.15-17; Ezek. 
3.20; 14.11-13; 18.21-22, 26; cf. 1 Enoch 103.5; Col. 2.13).6 0 With the prepositional 
clause 'in which {sc. sins) you walked...' (v. 2a),6 1 the former state of the Gentile 
readers is put beyond question in Jewish terms. For the metaphor 'walk' (= 'the walk 
of life ' or the way one conducts himself) is typically Jewish ("[Sn),62 and atypical of 
Greek thought. Indeed the expression here provides one of the most obvious 
lingusitic clues to the author's ethnicity.63 
5 9 See Gunther, 'auafmcc,' 577-585; Fiedler, 'auaprta, ' 66. 
6 0 In Hellenistic Jewish thought, 'death' is usually seen as a metaphor for a life of wickedness; hence, 
the epithet 'corpse-bearers': see e.g. Philo. Leg. All. 1.105-106, 107-108 (on Gen. 2.17); Post. Cain. 
45; Quod. Det. Pot. Ins. Sol. 48; Quis Rerum Div. Her. 309. See further Wedderburn, Baptism, 63. 
6 1 Pace Lincoln, Ephesians, 93-94, who.clairns that the feminine relative pronoun ecu; in v. 2a refers 
not to its most immediate antecedent xcttq dcuapTiaic, but to the whole phrase 'your trespasses and 
sins'; Patzia, 'Ephesians,' 177. If the two nouns, 'trespasses' and 'sins', are to form a hendiadys to 
expressing one concept, we would expect the author to drop the definite article of the second noun (see 
e.g. 4.24; 6.4; 6.5; 6.12). See further Bruce, Ephesians, 280 n.14; Harris, 'Prepositions,' 1178; 
Zerwick, BG, NUM. 117. 
6 2 See e.g. 2 Kings 20.3; Prov. 8.20/Eccl. 11.9; 28.18; Eccl. 4.15; Isa. 33.15; 59.9; Sir. 13.13; Jub. 
21.22; Test. Abr. 10.13; Martyrd. Isa. 3.3.Test. Iss. 3.1; 4.1, 6; 5.1; Test. Jud. 24.3; [1QS 1.6, 8; 3.20-
21; 5.10; lQS b 3.24; CD 2.15-16; 7.4-7; 9.4; lQpH 11.13-14; 1QM 13.12, et al. There can be little 
doubt that the typically Jewish way of articulation was inherited by our author and other NT writers: 
see e.g. Eph 4.1..17 (2x); 5.2, 15; Rom. 6.4; 8.4; 13.13; 1 Cor. 7.17; 2 Cor. 4.2; 5.7; Gal. 5.16; Col. 
1.10; John 8.12; John 11.10; 12.35/1 John 1.6 and 2.11; 2 John 4/3 John 3, et al. The corresponding 
Hebrew verb ~]br\ gives rise to the technical term 'halakhah' to denote rabbinic rulings on how the 
Torah should be interpreted in daily life: see e.g. Exod. 16.4; Lev. 18.4; Jer. 44.23; Ezek. 5.6-7. See 
further Seesemann, 'naxiaa,' 944; Dunn, Romans, 315-316; cf. idem, 'Echoes,' 461-462; idem, 
Colossians, 71; Caird, Letters, 51; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 91 n . l l ; Barth, Ephesians, 213; Ebel, 
'irepuiax^co,' 943-944; Lincoln, Ephesians, 94; Patzia, Ephesians, 111; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 
91; BAGD, s.v. jtEpucaxeco. The development in the paraenesis with the use of the verb iteputccceco 
(e.g. 4.1, 17, 2x; 5.2, 15), a well known rhetorical device in Rabbinic writing, which, significantly, 
indicates the author's debt to Jewish convention. See further Kitchen, Ephesians, 17. 
6 3 Cf. Mark 7.5; Acts 21.21. See further Holmes, Sociolinguistics, 190-201. 
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Although the author does not provide a detailed catalogue of the Gentiles' 
'sins' (cf. Col. 3J ) , 6 4 their 'sins' are made plain in his subsequent argument in w. 
2b, 2c: 
2.2a (ev alq rcoxe 7tepieir.axricraxE) 
2.2b KCCXCC xov aicova xov K6G\IOX> xotixov, 
2.2c KOCXCC xov ap%ovxa 
xfjc, e^ouaiac, 
xov depoq 
xov Ttvetyiaxoi; 
xov vfivevepyowtoc, 
ev xotq Diotc, xfjc, arceiGeiac, 
The massing together of various genitival phrases after the prepositional 
phrase 'according to the prince' (xaxcc xov dpxovxa) suggests, most probably, that 
the author intends to describe the various characteristics of the 'prince' by means of 
an expanded gemination:65 if so, the first genitival phrase (xfjc, e^ oDaiocq) fulfils its 
role as an adjective, i.e. 'the powerful prince' (otherwise, 'the prince of power');66 
the 'air' denotes the domain/realm of this powerful 'prince'; the prince is a spirit-
being or a 'middle being' betwixt between earth and heavens;67 and the final 
6 4 The intertexfual connections between our present expression in v. 2a and Col. 3.7 (iv oxq iced 
x>\i£iq i s e p u i o t T n o a T E KTX . ) are clear enough. In the latter, the dative relative pronoun oic, looks back 
to the neuter & in v. 6a and the 'sins' include 'fornication, impurity, passion, evil desire, and greed, 
which is idolatry'. The language of Col. 3.6-7 shows typical Jewish impression of the non-Jewish 
world: see e.g. Wisd. Sol. 14.12, 30; Jud. 8.18-20; 2 Slavonic Enoch 2.2; 10.6; 66.1,5; Sib. Or. 3.235; 
4.5ff.; Test. Nap. 3.3; Test. Jud. 16.2; Test. Sim. 5.3; Test. Ash. 5.1; 1 Pet. 4.3. 
6 5 The second mia-phrase in v. 2c repeats the first (v. 2b) by virtue of its syntactical structure: the 
second KCCTCSC-phrase is almost identically inside the same sentence by attaching extra information to 
the first from a new slant. See further Wills, Repetition, 418ff. 
6 6 Best, Ephesians2, 204; cf. Rom. 13.1-3; 2 Cor. 10.8; 2 Thess. 3.9; also John 5.27; Acts. 26.10; Rev. 
13.4-5, 7, 12; 17.13; Tobit, 7.10; 1 Mace, 10.38; Josephus, Ant. 247; Philo, Leg. Gaium 26, 54, 190; 
Opf. Mund. 17; Cherubim, 27. 
6 7 Pace Lindemann, Aufhebung, 110, who sees the 'prince' and the 'spirit' (geistige Atmosphare) as 
two separate entities; cf. idem, Epheserbrief, 36; Carr, Angels, 103, who sees the spirit in v. 2c as a 
reference to a spiritual influence other than the 'prince'; and, the suggestion of the 'world atmosphere' 
or Zeitgeist by Wink, Naming, 84. The use of the term 'spirit' (Heb. ruach), as designating angels who 
belong to the heavenly realm, is very frequent in Jewish apocalyptic literature: see e.g. 1 Sam. 6.1; 1 
Kgs. 22.21; Job. 4.15; Heb. 1.14; 1QS 3.21-23; 1QH 10.8; Jub. 1.25; 2.2; 15.32-32; 2 Enoch 12.1-2; 
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genitival phrase iox> \vv evepyo^vToq KTX,. can then be seen as an 'incomplete' 
epiphoric (unit-final) multiplication which is 'unfinalizable' (to use Bakhtin's word) 
and which could still open to further multiplications (if required), or otherwise as 
leading to the climax of the author's chracterisation of the 'prince'. The pleonastic 
nature of the whole phrase in v. 2c would not be out of accord with the author's style 
and denotes he is searching for befitting expressions by which he could represent the 
'prince'/ruler as precise as possible.68 Suffice it to say that one of the effects of 
massing together the various genitival phrases in asyndeton ( 1 % e^ovaiac,, xov 
aepoq, iox> nvei>\iaxo<;, IOV K T X ) is probably emphasis or intensification, making 
the author's utterances appear vigorous and, not least, creating an impression of 
vehemence (cf. Quintilian, Inst. Orat. 9.3.53-54). 
Still more importantly, what is at stake is the author's perception about the 
Gentiles: they walked in sins according to the 'aeon' of this world. For scholars who 
lay a great deal of weight on the Jewish apocalyptic conception which understood the 
world history as a sequence of 'ages', 'this age' and 'the age to come', often opt for a 
spatio-temporal reference here.69 Thus, it is alleged that the Gentiles, instead of being 
oriented to the life of the age to come, had been dominated by this present evil age 
16.7; Test. Levi 4.1; 2 Esdr. 6.41; Apoc. Abr. 19.6. See also 1 Enoch 15.4, 6-8, 10, which refers to the 
disembodied giants who are 'spirits'. In any case, in 1 Enoch 15-16, the 'spirits' are no longer in the 
heavenly realm as such. In Qumran 4Q530 column ii lines 2 they are called 'princes'; cf. Jub. 10. See 
further Davidson, Angles, 155-156; Sekki, Ruah, 145-171; Davidson, Angel, 55, 152-156, 203-204, 
219-220; Sjoberg, 'rcveuuu,' 375-376. 
6 8 For other epiphoric and anaphoric (unit-initial) multiplications in Ephesians: see e.g. the use of such 
formulae as 'in Christ' and 'in whom' in the introductory eulogy of our epistle (1.3-14; 4.4; 4.11; 4.13; 
6.10-12). See further Wills, Repetition, 418-426; Bulliger, Figures, 70; Turner, Style, 85. For a brief 
discussion of the different interpretations of v. 2c, cf. Carr, Angels, 100-103. 
6 9 Thus Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 115; Bruce, 'Ephesians,' 281 n.18; Lincoln, Paradise, 170; cf. idem, 
Ephesians, 94-95, 'this world-age'; Carr, Angels, 100; Arnold, Ephesians, 59; Page, Satan and 
Demons, 185; Best, Ephesians2, 203, etal. 
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and this world ('this world-age'). Their sinful activities were simply in line with the 
norms and values of a spatio-temporal complex which is wholly hostile to God. 7 0 
The foregoing reading, however, is by no means conclusive.71 It makes good 
sense when we regard the reference in v. 2 as denoting a foreign or 'another' deity 
Aicbv (i.e. a deity 'without beginning middle and end, without change', SIG3 1125.5-
6) which had acquired religious significance in the Hellenistic period,7 2 since in the 
same location we also find 'another' supernatural being like the 'prince of the air' or 
the 'spirit that is now at work in the sons of disobedience' (w . 2b,2c). The concern 
here is not so much that there is 'a penetration into Christian thinking of a 
mythological conception of syncretism which came to play a most important part in 
Gnosticism'73 or a personal evil power which is the apposition of the prince of the 
7 0 See e.g. Lincoln, Ephesians, 95. 
7 1 The syntax of Eph. 2.2b is unique in the NT, namely, the two lexical items, aicbv and K6CU.OC„ as 
they now stand, are not necessarily interchangeable. They are more likely to exhibit not a synonymic 
but rather a hyponymic relationship, meaning the noun aicbv unilaterally entails the second noun 
K6OHO<;, where 6 aicbv is a hyponym of 6 KOO^OC, ioino\>, and by the same token, 6 K6OUO<; xoinov 
is a superordinate of 6 aicbv. This follows that the genitive phrase TO$ K6O\IOX> ioinox> may have the 
force of restriction, it confines the aicbv to this world (order). For a helpful discussion of 'hyponym' 
in modern linguistics, see esp. Cruse, Lexical Semantics, 88-92,123-124. 
7 2 SIG3 1125.8 (74-73 BCE); SIG TI51 (1st CE) has recorded an inscription dedicated to Aicbv as a 
deity, cited in M-M, s.v.; IG 2.4705; Ps-Callisthenes, Alexander 1.30.6, 1.33.2; Epiphanius, Panarion 
51.22; PGM 1.200; cf. Macrobius, Sat. 1.19.14; Lydus, De Mensibus, 64.6-14. The present view was 
originally proposed by Reitzenstein, Erlosungsmysterium, who concludes that alcovoc, is 'the endless 
time' and is a deity with a real cult (171-207); cf. Nock, 'Mandulis Aion,' 78-99, esp. 83-89; Colpe, 
Schule, 209-216; Stambaugh, Sarapis, 84-85; Gnilka, Epheser, 114; Lindemann,Aufhebung, 56-59, 
108-111; cf. idem, Epheserbrief, 35; Schlier, Epheser, 103-104; MuBner, Christus, 26; Pokorny, 
Epheser, 99; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 91 n.2; Zepf, 'Aion,' 225-44; Winston, Wisdom, 257; Sasse, 
'aicbv,' 198, 203 n.20, 207-208; BAGD, s.v., 4. By far the most detailed study of the subject is 
undertaken by Zuntz, who investigates how the dedication to Aion came to be made at Eleusis in the 
time of Augustus. Zuntz's main contention is that Aion became a god - an active and preserver of the 
universe - when Augustus 'proclaimed' the god Aion for the Greek world, and that Augustus did this 
with the same intention and at the same time (17 BCE) as he announced the start of a new Aera 
(saeculum) by celebrating the Secular Games (56-58). It must be said that scholars who opt for the 
personal reference here did not necessarily depend on the later Gnostic myth for its support, cf. Nock, 
op. cit., 90. For the meaning of 'Aion' in late antiquity, see e.g. Parker, 'Aion,' 48. 
7 3 Contra Pokorny, Epheser, 99; Sasse, 'aicbv,' 207-208; Schweizer, 'Kirche,' 294-316. 
Chronologically the link with Gnostic or Hermetic literature is tenuous. 
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realm of air. 7 4 Nor is the concern here a personified 'World-Age' who is the 
antagonist of God's good creation and of God himself.7 5 Still less there is a 
'demonification of the aeon-concept'76 Rather, the author's statement is 
ethnographic: it betrays a Jewish perspective which reduces the Gentiles' religiosity 
to the category of the false (cf. 4.1-6; 4.17-19). It tells us more about the author 
himself than about his Gentile readers. To be sure, the author's statement can be best 
explained by the hypothesis that monotheism, one of the 'pillars' of early Judaism, is 
for him a factor in the pre-conversion situation of the Gentiles.77 The naming of a 
foreign deity reveals, therefore, more about his religious convictions than about his 
personal interest in the deity.7 8 His language is a reflection of the attitude of typical 
Jews who were bold enough to ridicule those who did not acknowledge their 
monotheistic piety (e.g. Philo, Decal. 53, 58, 64; Congr. 103-105; Wisd. Sol. 13.9; 
14.12-14; 2 Cor. 4.4). The implication is that the Gentiles who 'walked in sins' 
('Gentile sinners', cf. Gal. 2.15) had failed to recognise the one true God but lived in 
7 4 Kobelski, 'Ephesians,' 887; also Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 35. 
7 5 Barth, Ephesians, 214. 
7 6 Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 114-115; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 91 n.9; also BAGD 28.4. 
7 7 Cf. The author's characterisation of the Gentiles in 2.12 - 'having no hope and without God in the 
world' (&8eoi ev xtp K6auxp, 2,12), see my discussion in 3.3.3, below. The connections between 
Jewish identity and their monotheistic faith is profoundly clear throughout the history of Jewish 
people, see Exod. 20.3; Deut. 4.39; 6.4; Isa. 45.20-25; Jospehus, Ant. 5.1, 17, 112; also Philo, Decal. 
65. Jewish monotheism was well recognised by 'outsiders', see in particular, Tacitus, Historiae 5.5.4; 
Contra Celsum 1. 24. See further Dunn, Partings, 21; Cohen, Maccabees, 81-85. 
7 8 The method 'of argument of our author is very similar to that of Philo, who named several 
Hellenistic deities in order to underscore their 'otherness' and discredit their validity: Hera (air), Kore 
(the goddess who gave birth to Aion), Demeter, Pluto (earth), Poseidon (sea), Hephaestus (fire), 
Apollo (sun), Artemis (moon), Aphrodites (morning star), Hermes (glitterer), Decal. 54-55, 59, 64, 66. 
Philo's main aim was to expose the fact that the names of these 'foreign' deities were 'misleading 
titles'. They were assigned to the objects of worship by those who have intentionally hidden the true 
God from their sight (7tapeKaX,u\|rtxvTO xi/euStovuuovc, npoapf|oeic, eKetvoiq EJUtpriuiaavTEc, exepaq 
erepoi, Decal. 53). Since these names represent barely the componential elements of the universe (TGOV 
T O $ K6C|J.O\) uepcov), they should not be equated with the one omnipotent God (Decal. 58); cf. idem, 
Spec Leg. 1. 14; Vit. Cont. 3, 131. See also Deut. 4.19; 17.2-3; Wisd. 13.1-2; Sibl. Or. 3.1-38; 1 
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accordance with the norms set by a foreign 'god' whose totality of existence is 
limited to 'this world' (cf. 1.3-4). It should come as no surprise that the 'Aion of this 
world' is almost equivalent to an epithet of denigration: the Aion that pertains to this 
(created) world. 7 9 The point is that our author (a Jew) was well able to 'borrow' the 
name of a foreign deity and to put it to the service of his monotheism. In portraying 
the 'divine space' of a foreign deity ('the Aion of this world'), he was able to 
underscore the otherness of the Aion, the outer limits of his 'world' in which the 
axiom of monotheism is a pertinent factor (see my discussion in the previous 
section), and more importantly to lay bare the 'otherness' of his Gentile readers. 
It should be clear by now that the idea of a personal Aicbv and a Jewish 
context, when taken at face value, seems to be in gross tension with one another but 
in fact is not. In his ethnographic statements about the Gentiles, our author lays bare 
the fact that the otherness of a 'foreign' deity and the otherness of his Gentiles 
readers are inextricably bound, each sheds light upon the 'otherness' of the other. 
Enoch 75.1; 80.6-7; Jub. 2.2. It is not impossible that the following NT passages can also be 
understood in the same light: see esp. 2 Cor. 4.4; Gal. 4.3; Col. 2.8. 
7 9 A similar 'rhetoric of ridicule' is also found in Philo's Quaest. Sol. Gen. 1.100, where he 
condemned those who idolised 'time' (Gk. Xpovoc,) as their god. Philo's argument is based on the 
assumption that 'God's life is not a time, but eternity, which is the archetype and pattern of time; and 
in eternity there is no past, nor future, but only present existence' (Quod. Deus. sit. Imm. 31-32); see 
also Mut. Norn. 267; Quis Rer. Div. 165; Plant. 47-53; cf. idem, Decal. 52-57, 64, 66; Abr. 69, 71, 77, 
84; Vit. Mos. 2. 193-196; Spec. Leg 1.13-31, 32-35, 331-332, 344-345; Fug. Invent. 180; Wisd. Sol. 
13.1-2; 1 Enoch 80. 6-7; Sibyl Or. 3.1-38; cf. Deut. 4.19; Rom. 1.18-25; 2 Cor. 4. 3-4; Gal. 4.3; 1 Pet. 
4.3; Epist. Jer., et al. See further Pfeiffer, 'Polemics,' 229-240; Winston, Wisdom, 248; Pettazoni, 
Aion-(Kronos) Chronos, 171-207; Brandon, 'Time as God,' 12-31; cf. idem, Deity, 31-64.1 therefore 
disagree with Schlier, Epheser, 102, who argues that the author refers to 'this world encountered us as 
a unified and personified god of eternity'; Bruce, Ephesians, 282; Merklein, '&T|p,' 34; Lincoln, 
Ephesians, 95; Best, Ephesians2, 203-204; Holtz, 'ciicav,' 46. Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 35, concludes 
that 'the dominion of this timeless Aidav is this world' (Das Herrschaftsgebiet dieses Aons ist diese 
Welt). Cf. 1 Cor. 3.19; 5.10; 7.31. 
65 
In addition, the Gentiles are said to be under the control of 'the powerful 
prince of the air' (KCCCOC TOV ccpxovxoc KXX, . ) . 8 0 The basic idea is clearly that human 
destiny is in some sense controlled by mysterious agencies and influences.81 The idea 
outlined above is not peculiarly Jewish and has ancient lineage traceable at least as 
far back as the Greek belief in a scale of living creatures who reside in different 
regions (i.e. earth, water, air [or ether], fire) of the universe in ascending order of 
perfection (e.g. Plato, Laws 4.713C-D; cf. idem, Statesman 272E; idem, Critias, 
109B-C; idem, Cratylus 397D; Plutarch, De Fato 572F-573B; cf. idem, Isis et Osiris 
361B; De Defectu Oraculorum, 415A-B; De tranquillitate animi 474B-C; Cicero, De 
Divinatione, 1.30.64; Celsus, Aretes Logos 5.25). The author of Epinomis (Philippus 
8 0 Pace Merklein, 'af|p,' 34, who identifies the 'prince' with the 'aeon of this world'. Three major 
interpretations are proposed regarding the meaning of the term apxcov: (1) For scholars who desire to 
explain the origins of evil in the universe, the 'prince' is often read as a demonic or evil spirit that 
delights in determining what humankind will do by bending them to his will (Schnackenburg, 
Ephesians, 90). Hence, the term apx^v has often been interpreted as Satan (Caird, Letters, 51; Aune, 
'Archon,' 156; Page, Satan & Demons, 185-186; Wink, Naming, 83), the Evil one (Schnackenburg, 
Ephesians, 91; Bruce, Ephesians, 282), or an 'ultimate personal power of evil' behind the 
principalities and powers (Lincoln, Ephesians, 95). Foerster, '&T|p,' 165, has gone so far as to suggest 
that an organised kingdom which comes under the single ruler Satan. (2) Others have surmised that the 
DSS provide sufficient parallel ideas to those in our epistle and have identified the figure Belial with 
apxoov (Carr, Angels, 102). Our present term occurs quite often in the NT and whenever it is believed 
to refer to the devil or Satan there are always sufficient clues to confirm the referent (e.g. Matt. 9.34, 
ftpXcov TOW BCUHOVICDV; see also 12.24; Mark 3.22; Luke 11.15; or, 6px«ov toft K6OU.OU tabxav, as in 
John 12.31; 14.30; 16.11. See further BAGD, s.v., 3; Delling, '&p%< 488-489. (3) It is more likely 
that the word &pxtov denotes an angelic figure (e.g. Dan. [Theod.] 10.13, 20-21; 12.1; 1QS 3.20; CD 
5.18; 1QM 13.10; 17.5-6; 1 Ethiop. Enoch 6.3, 7, 8; 98.46; Joseph & Aseneth 14.8; Test. Sim. 2.7; 
Test. Jud. 19.4; Test. Benj. 3.4; 2 Enoch 29.4; b. Yoma77a; b. Pesahim, 111b; Asc. Isa. 7.9-12; 10.20; 
PGM 1.97-194; 4.2699. See further Str-B, 4.516; MuBner, Christus, 16f; Rokeah, Jews, 150-151; 
Schurer, HJPAJC, 3.882-883; Rokeah, Jews, 155-156; Kasher, 'Angelology,' 168-191. See also 
Winston, Wisdom, 250; Davidson, Angels, 147-147; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 64-66; Collins, 'Prince,' 
1249-1252; Sekki, Ruah, 145-171. 
8 1 The most famous instances of the idea can be found in Hesiod, Works and Days, who writes: 'For 
upon the bounteous earth Zeus has thrice ten thousand spirits, watchers of mortal men, and these keep 
watch on judgments and deeds of wrong as they roam, clothed in mist, all over the earth' (252-253; cf. 
122-123). Plato, Politicus, 271D-E, claimed that in the early times the world and all its creatures were 
divided among daemons, who acted as divine shepherds, caring for all the needs of the creatures 
entrusted to them; cf. Symposium 202D-203A; Euripides, Ale. 1003; Plato, Cratycus, 398B; Plutarch, 
De genio Socratis, 593D; Lucian, De morte Peregr. 36. See further Dietrich, Fate, 327-337; Boeft, 
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of Opus?), for example, has given an elaborate sketch of a cosmic system of five 
spheres (fire, ether, air, water, earth) in which the cosmic soul filled with living 
creatures (Geoyovia Kai ^cpoyovta). The second and the third domains are the abode 
of the daemons or 'air-borned race' (ccepiov yevoq) which had their existence and 
activity betwixt mortal and immortal: they 'interpret all men and all things both to 
one another and to the most exalted gods' (984A-985B; cf. Plato, Symposium 202D). 
The same line of argument is pursued in Hellenistic Judaism in which such middle 
beings as 'daemons' and the 'unbodied souls', like the angels in the Jewish tradition, 
are believed to be situated in the domain of the 'air' (Philo, Somn. 1.134-135, 141; 
Gig. 6-8, 58; Conf. Ling. 176 and 174; cf. idem, Flaccum 123).82 It should occasion 
no surprise that the Gentile readers could have no difficulty in comprehending the 
author's 'sentence meaning': the 'powerful prince of the air' is a 'middle being' 
which dominates and constitutes the 'air' and whose existence is betwixt earth and 
heaven.83 
But we must not lose sight of the fact that the author is speaking about the 
Gentiles from the perspective of a Jew (cf. w . 11-12; 3.1). What is ingrained in his 
Fate, 8-20; cf. idem, Demons, here 1-6; Robertson & Dietrich, 'Fate,' 589-590; Stewart, Myths, 434-
450; Brenk, 'Moon,' 2087; Cargal, 'Heavenlies,* esp. 805-808. 
8 2 The Hellenistic Judaism mentioned here may be contrasted with the disembodied demons/spirits 
version in the Enochic traditions in which the spirits are not placed within a stratified supra-terrestrial 
cosmos (i.e. in the air). Rather, they dwell essentially on the earth as a kind of punishment for the evils 
they committed before the great flood. See further the following passages on 'demon' or 'daemon': 
Hesiod, Works, 122-123, 252-253 (i.e. human beings who transmuted into the spirits, cf. Plutarch, De 
def. Or. 415B); Plato, Symposium 202E (i.e. demon = Eros who is a great god!); [Plato], Epinomis 
984a-985c (i.e. the middle beings who dwell in the realms of ether and air, acting as interpreters, and 
interpterters of all things, to one another and to the highest gods); Plutarch, De def. Or. 417A (i.e. the 
'daemons' are the guardians of the sacred rites of the gods and prompters of the mysteries), cf. 417C; 
Isis et Osiris 360D-361A (i.e. demigods), 361B (i.e. 'holy deities'). See further Boeft, Calcidius, esp. 
1-7; Stewart, Myths, here 434-450; Brenk, 'Moon,' 2068-2145; Bocher, 'Daemonen,' 270-274; 
Versnel, 'Daim6n,' 426. See also Rist, 'Daimonion,' 13-24, who argues that the 'daimonion' is a 
spirit-guide or a 'voice' within a person; Darcus, 'Daimon,' 390-407. 
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statements is the spectacle of the 'other'. The question that needs to be addressed is 
therefore the significance his 'utterance' could have for him and his readers. What 
does he (a Jew) mean (instead of, What does he mean by his sentence in v. 21) by 
saying that the Gentiles walked in sins according to this 'middle being' ? The answer 
is probably that the author's characterisation of the Gentiles here is, like its previous 
statement, a way of positioning 'another'.84 My suggestion is that he has harnessed 
the language of 'angelology' (or daemonology) as a means to measure the religious 
and social distance between himself (or other Jews) and the Gentiles and, 
simultaneously, to affirm the cosmic majesty of his own God. 8 5 This theology was 
well rooted in the Jewish scriptures: 'When the Most High apportioned the nations, 
when he divided humankind, he fixed the boundaries of the peoples according to the 
number of the gods' (Deut. 32.8-9).86 There the concern is not simply with how Israel 
came to have a unique relationship to God, but also with the way in which the 
unmatched position of Israel in the whole cosmos over against the nations could be 
defined.87 The boundaries on which the distinctive identity of Israel as the chosen 
8 3 See also Dibelius, Geisterwelt, 158-164; Schlier, Epheser, 180f. 
8 4 The 'spirit'/powers language had become a powerful weapon in early Christian polemics, probing 
human groups, establishing the differences between them and reinforcing where their 'otherness' lies: 
see e.g. John 8. 44-47,48-53; 2 Cor. 4.3; 1 Tim. 4.1; Rev. 3.9; Asc. Isa. 2.2-4, et al. See further Smith, 
'Powers,* 425-439; Johnson, 'Slander,* 419-441; Segal, 'Ruler,' 245-268, 403-413; Kee, 
'Membership,' esp. 105-106, 115; Rokeah, Jews, esp. 133-167; Dunn, Partings, 21; Cohen, 
Maccabees, 81-85. This aspect of the language has been missed by most commentaries: Lincoln, 
Ephesians, 123-124, 167-168; Carr, Angels, 25-43, 100-111; Wink, Naming, 89-96; Lee, 'Powers,' 
54-69; Arnold, Ephesians, passim. 
8 5 See particularly Dunn, Galatians, 192. 
8 6 The LXX Deut. 32.8-9 reflects the Hebrew bene elim (sc. (tyyiXav 8eo$) instead of bene yisrael, 
cf. 4QDeut.l; Philo, Post. Cain. 89-92; Plant. 59-60; Congr. 58. 
8 7 von Rad, Deuteronomy, 197; Preuss, Theology, esp. 38, 105, 256. Skehan, 'Structure,' suggests that 
the bene El in Deut. 32 are associated with the celestial bodies which are taken as the types of real 
spiritual beings, the guardian angels of the individual nations, who are subject to the Lord and take 
charge of the nations at His bidding. Israel, however, is governed by no angel, but by the Lord 
Himself, directly (154); cf. idem, 'Song of Moses,' 12-15; Meyer, 'Dtn 32: 8f., 43 (4Q),' 197-209. 
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people of God depend must have given Israel a profound sense of privilege (cf. Exod. 
19.5-6; Deut. 7.6-8; 10.15; 29.13; 32.9; 33.29). 
The thought-world mentioned above is enshrined by the author of Jubilees, 
who harnessed the 'spirit' language to reinforce the set-apartness of Israel: while 
'other' supermundane powers rule over all the nations and lead them astray, Israel is 
God's choice and is not subordinated to any angel or spirit-being (15.28-32).88 
Similarly with Philo, who consistently referred to Deut. 32.8-9 to accentuate the 
distinctive identity of Israel as God's portion over against the nations: accordingly, 
the difference between Israel and the nations has already been made explicit in the 
Law, for the boundaries between Israel and other nations 'were fixed not by the 
creation to which we belong, but on principles which are divine and are older than we 
and all that belong to earth' (Post. Cain. 89-92, 167-169; Plant. 58-60; Congr. 58; 
Yirt. 13-74). Philo's endeavour to find a theological rationale to uphold the 
distinctiveness of Israel is well within other Jews who perceived themselves as the 
chosen people of God. No different is the covenanters at Qumran, for whom the 
'spirits' had played an important role in aiding them to sharpen the boundaries of 
their own group over against an 'other': while their own community has come under 
the supervision of God with the Prince of Light, 8 9 the 'sons of perversity' were 'sub-
let' to the Angel of Darkness or Belial (1QS 3.20-21; 1QM 13.4, 7-13; 15.2-3; 
8 8 Meyer, 'Xaoq,' 41, has gone so far as to suggest that the use of 'lead them astray' points clearly yo 
heathen idolatry: non-Jews were seduced to apostasy from Yahweh (i.e. idolatry) by their national 
genii. Meyer's argument is based on the assumption that the 'gods' stand behind the national genii; cf. 
Collins, 'Prince,' 1250; Clements, Deuteronomy, 47; Mach, Engelsglauben, 257-262. 
8 9 So the self-designation of the Qumran members as the 'sons of light': see e.g. 1QS 3.13, 24, 25; cf. 
1QS 1.3; 2.6; 1QM 1.1,3,9, 11, 13. 
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4Q286 7.2.6; HQMelch. 2.12-13[?]).90 Despite the fact that the Qumran sectarians 
did not always walk perfectly in the ways of light (e.g. 1QS 3.21-23), this does not 
deter them from using the 'spirit' language to assert that humankind is in either one 
category or the other.91 
If our analysis is correct, the author's characterisation of the Gentiles in v. 2c 
is a negative verdict on the Gentiles. His language and style is reminiscent of a 
certain self-confident Judaism that is bold enough to promulgate the Gentiles' defects 
by positioning them to the domain of 'another' power (cf. 6.11-12[?]).92 His 
characterisation of the Gentiles suggests, most probably, that he sees himself as one 
of God's choice.93 
Suffice it to say that the author was able to heighten the boundary between 
different human groups by attaching the Gentiles to the 'Aion of this world' and the 
'prince of the power of the air'. Indeed one cannot fully appreciate the language of 
9 0 See also 4Q390 fir. 1.11: 'And the Angels of hostility (i.e. Mastemoth) will rule over them and [...] 
they will turn aside and do [...] what I/consider evil, walking in the stubbornnes of their hearts.' 
Although the present text contains several lacunae, its general sense is clear. The sect also adduced 
different epithets to describe those beyond its pale; see for examples 1QM 18. 1,3: "the whole horde 
of Belial' which includes the Kittirn (either a Greek or Roman ruler) and the 'army' under Belial's 
dominion. This is contrasted to 'the God of Israel' and 'the holy ones' (i.e. angels and the community 
itself); cf. Dan. 10.13, 20, 21; 12.1; 1 Ethiop. Enoch 20.5; 4Q390 2.1.4, 6-7; 2.1.8-10; lQpHab 9.5, 
12; 8.11, 12.6-9; 4Q286-287 Plate 12 fr. 3.2.6. 
9 1 The dualism at Qumran was always within the framework of monotheism: see e.g. Pryke, 'Spirit and 
Flesh,' 346-347, 350; May, 'Cosmological Reference,' 4; Davidson, Angels, 160, 166; Licht, 'Two 
Spirits,' 88-100; Sekki, Ruah, 213-215; Anderson, 'Ruah,' 293; Kee, 'Membership,' 115; Nitzan, 
'4QBerakhota-e,' 495. Treves, 'Two Spirits,* 449-552; and Werner-M0ller, 'Two Spirits,' 413-441, 
both suggests that the 'two spirits' are simply 'tendencies or propensities which are implemented in 
every man's heart'. This view, however, is rejected by most scholars, see esp. May, 'Cosmological 
Reference,' 1-3. 
9 2 Cf. Sir. 17.17, which I have not included as evidence in our present discussion. For it is more likely 
that the author of Sirach has in mind a human 'ruler', rather man an angelic being: cf. 33.19; 41.17. 
See also Carr, Angels, 31. 
9 3 Cf. Plutarch, De Fato 572F-573A, who claimed that humankind is conformed to different 'grades' 
of providence (jcpovoux): the providence which belongs to the daemons stationed in the terrestrial 
regions as watchers and overseers of the actions of mankind would reasonably be called tertiary, as 
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'powers' in v. 2 (pace Arnold, Carr, Wink) without taking into account the author's 
Jewish perspective in which Gentiles were truly 'out of place' on the basis of his 
monotheistic piety and self-perception as God's elect. 
Further evidence that the author perceives the world as a Jew is found in the 
designation of the 'prince' who energises his power among the 'sons of 
disobedience'.94 This semitising expression suggests a whole class of persons who 
are disobedient to God. 9 5 The same designation also occurs in Eph. 5.6. There the 
author refers to those who indulged in voluptuous acts and lewd conversations (5.1-
6). 9 6 Here the 'disobedient' are still held under the angelic 'prince' (hence the use of 
the adverb vuv). 9 7 
To sum up. Jf we have 'heard' our author correctly, we cannot avoid the 
conclusion that his statements about the Gentiles mean more than the passing on of 
information about the latter. What is mirrored in these statements is, indeed, the deep 
sense of chosenness which enabled him to translate the Gentiles into the Jewish 
world through his rhetoric of 'otherness'.98 The otherness of the foreign deity and the 
'prince', according to whom the Gentiles walked, are simply euphemisms for the 
opposed to the primary providence of God in the strictest sense and to the highest degree (7tp6vova TI 
dtvcor&Tco tcai npcbrrt toft npcoto-o Geou); cf. op. cit. 574A. 
9 4 The Jewishness of the present expressions is beyond doubt: see e.g. 1 Sam. 26.16; 1 Mace. 2.47; 
Sir. 16.1; Matt. 23.15; Luke 16.8; 20.36; 1 Thess. 5.5; 1QH 5.25: 'sons of disaster"; 'sons of sin': 1QH 
6. 30; the 'sons of darkness': 1QS 1.10; 1QM 1.1, 7, 16; 3.16; 1 Enoch 10.9; Apoc. Mos. 3; etal. See 
further Braun, Qumran, 216-217; Wink, Naming, 82; Blasser, *6:7i£i86co,' 118-119; Zerwick, BG, 
NUM. 43; Moule, Idiom, 174-175. 
9 5 See also Rom. 2.8; 10.21; 11.30-32; 15.31; Heb. 4.6, 11; Ps. Sol 17.20; Josephus, Ant. 3.316. 
9 6 The prepositional phrase Side xaHna in Eph. 5.6 is anaphorical in its usage: it looks back to those 
sinful behaviours which the author describes in 5.1-5: fornication, impurities, covetousness, filthiness, 
obscene talks, levity, etc; cf. Col. 3.5. Indeed these behaviours are typical Jewish charges against the 
Gentile world, cf. Test. Reub. 1.6; 3.3; 4.6-8; Wisd. 2.16; 1 Enoch. 10.11; Test. Jud. 14.5; Arist. 152. 
9 7 The 'form-critical' analysis of Tachau, Einst, 134-143, ignores the challenge of the adverb vftv in v. 
2, which clearly suggests that the schema (at least the 'now' aspect of the schema) can be used to 
denote not only the Christian 'present' but also those who are disobedient to God. 
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otherness of the Gentiles. The naming of these 'powers' thus provides an adequate 
point of reference for his Gentile addressees. As ethnographic categories the 'Aion' 
or the 'prince' is like a landmark in space confirming the Gentiles to a preordained 
class/category according to the author's Jewish perceptions. 
2.3.2 The Rhetoric of Admission and Conciliation 
It would be premature, however, to suggest that the negative verdict on the 
Gentiles is the end of the author's argument. Instead, the dismal image of the 
Gentiles is but a preamble to a vigorous self-assessment of our author himself, whose 
aim is to speak in (re)conciliatory terms, to mitigate the (social) distance between 
Jews and Gentiles, and more importantly to confront both human groups, with the 
grace of God which is brought about by or through Christ. This he has done so by 
turning the tables on himself and his fellow Jews: 'Among them we also, all, once 
lived in the passions of our flesh/ following the will of the flesh and mind' ( l i t . ) . 9 9 
The implication is clearly that the Jews were not quite 'set apart' from the 'sons of 
disobedience'.100 They were among the latter1 0 1 and lived 'in accordance with the 
9 8 See also my discussion of w . 11-12 in Chapter 3, section 3.2.1-3.2.3 below. 
9 9 Pace Richardson, Israel, who contends that 'there is no contrast between Jewish and Gentile 
Christians, for the statement in 2: 11 has not been made yet, but rather an application to a particular 
instance from general experience'(150). 
1 0 0 Thus the emphatic Kai Tiuetq ('even we'). See further Abbott, Ephesians, 43; Bruce, Ephesians, 
283. 
1 0 1 Pace Robinson, Ephesians, 155 who argues that the relative pronoun otq denotes the trespasses 
and sins of v. 2; Ramaroson, '6ph6siens 1, 15-2, 10,' here 397. The relative pronoun oTq, most 
probably, looks back to the the 'sons of disobedience' as its antecedent. 
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desires of the flesh'.102 Given that the author is conscious of his own ethnicity when 
he speaks of himself and his fellow Jews, we cannot rule out that he may be referring 
to the insatiable desires which are forbidden by the Law (e.g. Num. 11.4, 34; 15. 39; 
33.16, 17; Deut. 9.22; Ps. 105.14; Prov. 6.25; Sus. 8-12, 32; cf. Sir. 18.30-31; Rom. 
7.7-8, era/). 1 0 3 
Although the term 'flesh' does not necessarily carry with it negative 
overtones (e.g. 2.11b; 2.14; 5.29; 6.5, 12), its neutral sense can certainly be ruled out 
here. The author probably considers the 'flesh' as a kind of 'power' under which 
Jews dissipated in its desires, fulfilling its 'wi l l ' (cf. 4 Mace. 7.18; Gal. 5.16, 24). 
The additional conjunctival phrase KCCI TWV Siavoicov suggests, most probably, that 
even (epexegetic KOU ) their thoughts or dispositions were filled with desires which 
crave for satisfaction of mortal appetites and propensities (cf. Num. 15.39; Sir. 3.24; 
Bar. 1.22; 4.28; Arist. 292; Test. Ben. 5.1). It should come as no surprise that the 
author could pass a negative verdict on himself and his fellow Jews: 'and we (too) 
by nature children of wrath, like the rest of mankind'. 1 0 4 Again, the author's manner 
of speech is characterstically^ Jewish (5.8; Sir. 16.1; 41.6; Rom. 9.8; 1 Pet. 1.14; 2 
Pet. 2.14). 1 0 5 The underlying assumption of this vigorous language is probably that 
1 0 2 The author may well suggest that the Jews were within the sphere of influence of the flesh, for this 
uage of the preposition ev, cf. Porter, Idioms, 157. The term &veoip<i<[»\piv, which here has much the 
same sense as nzp\ncnka> in v. 2, cf. the related noun ccvocaTpoqrii, in 4.22; also Gal. 1.13; 2 Pet. 2.7, 
18; Prov. 20.7; 2 Mace. 6.23; Tob. 4.14; Arist. 130; 216; Test. Ash. 6.3; Josephus, Ant. 18.359; 19.72; 
BAGD, s.v.; M-M, s.v. 
1 0 3 In Hellenistic Jewish thought, 'desires' refer quite often to the lustful portion of the soul: see e.g. 
Philo, Leg. All. 115; Decal. 142-153; Vit. Mos. 2.23-24; cf. 4 Mace. 1.22-27; 2.4-5; 3.11-16. 
1 0 4 Pace Lincoln, Ephesians, who is of the opinion that 'what was once true of the readers ( w 1, 2) 
was also once true of all believers (v 3a), and what was once true of all believers is also true of the rest 
of humanity' (99). 
1 0 5 See further Zerwick, BG, NUM 43; Mufiner, Epheser, 60-61; Lincoln, Ephesians, 98; 
Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 92; Schneider, 'TCKVOV,' 341. 
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God is the sustainer as well as the author of the moral law and that Israel had 
breached this law (e.g. Isa. 30.9-11; 59.12-13; 63.10; 65.2; cf. Rom. 10.21). In short, 
the author does not speak in commendatory fashion or with great confidence about 
his and his people's own 'nature'.1 0 6 
2.3.3 The Saving Grace of God 
The author's self-portrait above rings oddly, until we realise that his vigorous 
language is that of admission and of conciliation: the Jews, too, had fallen short of 
God's standard, as much as 'the rest' and were worthy of God's wrath. 1 0 7 In so doing, 
he has taken an essential step in mitigating the difference between himself (his fellow 
Jews included) and his Gentile readers. The aim of his argument is to reveal a much 
deeper insight, namely that there is a way of release from the hopeless condition of 
humankind: 'But God, who is rich in mercy, out of the great love with which he 
loved us...'. There can be little doubt that the author has in mind both the Gentile 
readers and Jews here.108 The characterisation of God as 'rich in mercy' clearly 
echoes earlier voices of the Jewish scriptures (e.g. Exod. 34.6-7a; 102.8; Jon. 4.2; 
1 0 6 It is worth noting that our author has parted company from not a few Jewish writers who had 
sopken with great certainty of their good 'nature': see e.g. Josephus, Ant. 4.193; cf. 5.317; 6.294; 
7.130; 14.13; Philo, Decal. 59; also Spec. Leg. 2.42; Omni. Prob. Lib. 160; Abr. 6. It is precisely this 
confidence which enables Josephus (and other Jews) to speak in negative terms about the bad nature of 
the rest of mankind: see e.g. Josephus, Ant. 5.215; 6.59, 136; Bell. 1.255; cf. Wisd. Sol. 13.1f. The 
passage in Gal. 2.15 can probably be read in the same light. 
1 0 7 See esp. Exod. 32.10-12; Num. 25.1-4; Deut. 29.16-28; 2 Chron. 24.18; Jer. 7.16-20; Isa. 30.1, 9; 
Ezek. 22.25.1-4. It is far more likely (pace MacGregor, 'Wrath,' 105-106) that 'wrath' is an effectus 
('feeling,' 'emotion'), God's eternal opposition to sin and sinners, than an affectus ('action,' 
'activity'), an impersonal principle of retribution or law of cause and effect in a moral world; see esp. 
Harris, Colossians & Philemon, 147. 
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Wisd. Sol. 9.1; Sir. 2.11; PMan. 6-7, 14). With God's mercy is conjoined his love. 
For anyone who is familiar with the Jewish scriptures, God's mercy and love are 
tightly knitted with his election of Israel, underscoring his faithfulness to his 
covenantal relationship with Israel (e.g. Deut. 7.7-10; Neh. 9.17, 19; Hos. 3.1; 11.1; 
Bar. 3.36; 2 Esdr. 4.23; 5.27; 1QS 4.4.; 1QH 10.14; 1QM 14.4; 4QM a 8.3; Test. Mos. 
4.1, 5) . 1 0 9 It is probably the deep sense of chosenness which enables our author to use 
the 'covenant' language to undercore God's steadfast love and mercy (cf. Ps. 32.18-
19; Tob. 8.16; Jdth. 7.30; Wisd. Sol. 3.9; 15.1; Sir. 36.12; PAz. 19). 1 1 0 The 
contribution of our author is that the scope of God's mercy and love is now 
broadened out to embrace both Jews and Gentiles (cf. 1.3-4).111 
There can be little doubt that the author continues to speak of God who 'made 
alive the dead' in characteristic Jewish terms.1 1 2 C. Burchard has observed that 
'around the beginning of the common era, he who gives life to the dead had become 
all but a definition of God in Judaism'.1 1 3 Indeed we cannot understand the author's 
language (and therefore his faith) except in terms of Jewish thought. The contribution 
of our author-is that the immeasurable greatness of God's power in making the dead 
1 0 8 Pace Lincoln, Ephesians, 99-100, who argues that the author 'returns to the thought begun in v.l 
interruped by his expression on what it means to be dead through trespasses and sins in w.2, 3'. 
1 0 9 Pace Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 219, who concludes that 'Ephesians does not make use of specific 
covenant language'; Schlier, Epheser, 109 who concludes that the love of God mentioned here is 
associated with the event of baptism; cf. Pokorny, Epheser, 102. 
1 1 0 Cf. Ps. 77.68; 2 Mace. 7.37; Wisd. Sol. 3.9; 4.15; Sir. 36.17; 2 Esdr. 8.45; Shemoneh •Esreh 1, 19; 
HQPs 19.1-18. 
1 1 1 See further Bruce, Ephesians, 285. 
1 1 2 See e.g. Tob. 13.2; Wisd. Sol.16.13; 2 Mace. 7.22-23; 1QH 3.19; 4Q521; Joseph & Asenath 8.3, 
9, 12.1; 15.5; 20.7; Arist. 16.5; Test. Gad 4.6; Test. Aser 5.2; Test. Job 4.8; 2 Apoc. Bar. 85.15; Par. 
Jer. 9.13; LAB 3.10; Vit. Prop. 10.5-6; 21.5; Shemoneh 'Esreh 2. The Jewish faith is clearly shared by 
other NT writers: see e.g. Rom. 4.17; Col. 2.13; John 5.21. 
1 1 3 Buchard, 'Joseph and Aseneth,' OTP 2.234; Hofius, 'Eine Altjudische Parallele,' 93-94. 
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alive is heightened through the Messiah,114 the agent of God's mercy and love. 1 1 5 The 
most striking feature in v. 5a is that it is almost a word^by-word repetition of the 
essential content of v. la except that this time it alters the pronoun 'you' to an 
inclusive 'we' and 'sins' is omitted. This can be best explained by the hypothesis that 
the author is registering a statement of 'agreement' or admission. However, this 
'agreement' cannot be fully appreciated without taking into account the author's 
dialogic perspective, let alone his self-criticism in v. 3. 1 1 6 The force of his argument 
is clearly that what is true of the Gentiles (v. 1) is also true of 'all ' (Jews, v. 3a): both 
were dead in their trespasses (violations of God's commands) and both were in need 
of God's mercy to overcome the power of death.117 
The talk of Jews and Gentiles being enthroned in the 'heavenly places' (ev 
TOIC, eicoDpavioiq) can be read in the same light: it reflects the common Jewish 
perception that there are many layers of heaven or the heavenly realm which consists 
1 1 4 The reading O W E ^ M O T I O V T I O E V E V -rep Xpiatcp is well attested in the earliest witnesses: see e;g. P 4 6 
B 33, et al. Metzger, Textual Commentary; reads v. 5a as ODVE^coojiovnaEV xG> y<p\.ai&: 'The reading 
of ev -rep ypvsiih seems to have arisen because of an accidental dittography of the previous verb 
awe£eoojcovna[ev] or a deliberate assimilation to ev ypxaxfh t I T I O O D in verse 6' (602); so most 
commentators: see e.g. Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 94-95; Pokorn^, Epheser, 178, 180-91; Gnilka, 
Epheserbrief, 33; Kirby, Pentecost, 150-161; Wilson, 'We,' 676-80; Schille, Hymnen, 102; Lincoln, 
'Heavenlies,' 472; N A 2 7 ; UBSGNT 4 , et al. There are, however, two weaknesses in Metzger's theory: 
(1) This alternative reading would break the triple parallel of 'in Christ', 'in Christ Jesus' in vv. 5-7, 
and more importantly (2) Metzger's theory is also weakened by the following examples which are 
excerpted from our epistle: (a) 1.20, in which the phenomenon of 'accidental dittography' is expected 
to occur, but it does not: i^ v evfipynoev E V i& Xpimcp KTX.., and (b) 3.11: Kaxb. rcp68eaiv raiv 
(XVQVOJV ETtOVnOEV EV TO) XpiGTCp 'Ill<TO^) X $ K'Oplff) T)UX0V. 
1 1 5 There is no suggestion in Ephesians that the death from which Jews and Gentiles have been 
brought to life is their death with Christ, a theme which is characteristic in Paul's earlier letters: see 
e.g. Rom. 6.8, 13; Col. 3.1. See also Bruce, Ephesians, 285. 
1 1 6 The conciliatory nature of the author's statement in v. 5 is often missed by modern commentators: 
see e.g. Lincoln, Ephesians, 101 who contends that the connective K<XV in v. 5 is best explained on the 
basis of its repetition of v. 1, where its occurence is in turn to be explained as being dependence on 
Col. 2:13; Best, Ephesians2, 214, who argues that the initial iced in v. 5 is due to 'preformed material'; 
cf. idem, Studies, 69-85. The translation of NRSV is close to the mark; cf. Bruce, Ephesians, 279. 
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of a number of regions.118 This understanding of the 'heavens' enables our author to 
speak in turn of the other 'powers' that populate 'in the heavenly places', probably 
understood as the lower reaches of the highest height (v. 2; 6.12; cf. 4.10). 1 1 9 
The striking fact, however, is that the wide range of Jewish apocalyptic and 
mystical works shows unequivocally that there is no precedence for Gentiles having 
been seated in the heavenly places, and for both Jews and Gentiles to be honoured in 
the heavenly realms as companions in the heavens (i.e. sunthronoil) is evidently 
unprecedented.120 For the idea of earthly figures being exalted to the heavens and to 
sit on the throne is, though, repeatedly found in Jewish apocalyptic writings before 
and after the first century of the common era, the well-established axiom is always 
that only specific, privileged figures of distinctive pedigree (e.g. the righteous, the 
elect, or the pious ones) deserve that 'place'.1 2 1 The exaltation of the Messiah Jesus 
1 1 7 Bruce, Ephesians, 285-286, notes that the author has departed from the distinctively Pauline usage 
in which 'you were raised with Christ' is always the sequel to 'you died with Christ': see e.g. Rom. 
6.8-13; Col. 2.20-3.1. 
1 1 8 See e.g. Deut. 10.14; 1 Kgs. 8.27; 2/Chron. 2.6; 6.18; Neh. 9.6; 2 Cor. 12.2; Neh. 9.6; 1 Enoch 
14.5; 2 [Slavonic] Enoch 8.1; 20.3; 21;/6; 22.1; Test. Lev. 3.8; 5.1; Apoc. Abr. 8.1; 9.19; Num. R. 
14.12; Philo, Leg All. 3.168; Gig. 62; Virt. 12. See further Gruenwlad, Merkavah Mysticism, esp. 31; 
Lincoln, 'Heavenlies,' 469. I therefore diasgree with Kasemann, 'Epheserbrief,' here 518, who 
suggests that the phrase ev, TOI? enovpavunq has links with gnostic thought; cf. Conzelmann, 
'Epheser,'57; Schlier, Epheser. 45-48. 
1 1 9 Cf. 1.20; 2.2; 6.12; cf. Asc. Isaiah 11.23-33, where Beliar is said to have occupied 'the firmament', 
i.e the region between the earth and the heaven. 
1 2 0 The language of 'sitting' here signifies, most probably, honour and privilege: see e.g. Exod. 15.6; 
Ps. 20.6; 44.3; 80.18; 89. 13; 118.5-6; Isa. 41.10; 48.13; Jer. 22.24; Mark 10.37; also Sir. 12.12; 2 
Esdr. 4.29. See also 4Q416 2.3.11-12 ('For out of poverty He has lifted up your head, and with nobles 
He has seated you, and in a glorious inheritance He has placed you in authority. Seek out His favour 
always'); cf. 1QH 3.19f.; Luke 22.27; Rev. 3.21-22; 4Q521. See further Hengel, 'Enthronement,' here 
166, 204; Grundmann, '8e^t6q,' 37-40; Hay, Glory, 59-153; Segal, 'Jesus,' esp. 218-220. 
1 2 1 E.g. Enoch: 1 Enoch 45.2-3; 51.3; 55.4; 61.8; 69.27-29, cf. Quaest. Gen. 1.86; Heb. 11.5; Moses: 
Ezekiel, Exagoge 74-75, 86; Philo, Vit. Mos. 1.158; Num. R. .12.11; Deut. R. 11.10 (240b); midr. Pss. 
24.5 (102b); 68.11 (160a). See also 1QH. 3.19-23; 4Q491; Asc. Isa. 9.18. In Hellenistic Jewish 
thought, the heaven is the purest of all creation and is destined to be the most holy dwelling place of 
manifest and visible 'gods': see e.g. Philo, De Op. Mundi 27; 114; Abr. 272; Spec. Leg. 1.1; the 
heavenly region is where the citizenship of the wise lies, Philo, Conf. 78. Despite the fact that the idea 
of the heavenly-enthronement is evident in the Jesus tradition (e.g. Matt. 19.28// Luke 22.28-30), it is 
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to the heavenly place can certainly be understood in the same light (1.20-22; 4. 7-10). 
What could have prompted the author's daring i f not provocative formulation?1 2 2 
Does he, as some would assert, wish to express 'the believer's present eschatological 
situation'?123 Should we read his statements here as presenting humankind with a 
challenge to existential decision, the transcendental dimension of human existence 
(e.g. Schlier's 'die Himmel Daseins')?124 Was his use and selection of eschatogical 
terms prompted by a cosmic-anxiety (Weltangst - Lona)? 1 2 5 
One notoriously difficult problem in this connexion is, of course, that the kind 
of imminent expectation discovered in Paul's earlier letters is alleged by some 
scholars to be absent in Ephesians.126 So far as I can see, discussions of the realised 
aspect of the eschatology in Ephesians have come to a stalemate. Some progress, 
however, may be made towards the understanding of the selection and use of 
eschatological terms in v. 6 by the method here advocated and ilustrated. The method 
in question is the simple one of inquiring about the factors that prompted the motif of 
always futuristic. The author of Ephesians has certainly gone farther than Col. 3.1-4, where the author 
claims that those who have been raised With Christ from death are exhorted to seek things above, but 
remains muted about their heavenly enthronement. See further Bockmuehl, This Jesus, esp. ch. 7; 
Bruce, Ephesians, 286-287; van'der Horst, "Throne Vision,' here 71. 
1 2 2 I have in mind the works of Halperin, 'Ascension,' who contends that the unwelcomed ascent into 
the heavenly realm is considered by some Jews as a kind of invasion (47); Himmelfarb, 'Heavenly 
Ascent,' 84-85; and Segal, Two Powers, esp. ch. 2. The suggestion that there is a second throne in 
heaven for the Messiah has given rise to no little controversy among the rabbis, cf. b. Hagigah 14a. 
1 2 3 See e.g. Bruce, Ephesians, 287; Lincoln, 'Heavenlies,' 469, 482-483; Lona, Eschatotogie, 360-
364; Arnold, Ephesians, 151-155, et al. 
1 2 4 Schlier, Epheser, 45-48. 
1 2 5 Lona, Eschatologie, esp. 428-488, who argues that a crisis has affected the entire Hellenistic world 
under the Roman empire. Individuals felt estranged in spite of the unity brought by the Roman empire. 
The world has suffered from cosmic-anxiety (Weltangst) which was engendered by the realisation that 
the cosmos is unstable and is under the influence of malevolent, demonic powers capable of causing 
chaos (439). The eschatological statements in Ephesians thus reflects the way in which the author has 
responded to the cosmic-anxiety and that the realised aspect of eschatology is to strenghten the 
recipients who faced the mounting threats of their environment (425-426, 442). 
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heavenly enthronement. Two factors, in particular, need to be taken into account in 
any attempt to explain the vocabulary in v. 6. The first factor which may be looked to 
for some explanation of the heavenly enthronement may be described as the demand 
of constructing a new 'space' for the Gentiles. The point is that the heavenly 
enthronement in v. 6 is introduced in part to destigmatise the Gentiles' defective 
status: namely the Jewish estimation/perspective that the Gentiles are 'sub-let' to the 
'prince', whose residence is the 'air', can no longer be sustained. They no longer 
share the same space with the 'prince' but are enthroned in the heavenly places to 
which Christ is exalted, 'far above all rule and power and dominion' (1.20-21; 3.10; 
6.12). The elevation of the Gentiles to the heavenly places can therefore be seen as a 
vindication of the Gentiles: they are 'relocated' in the place where Christ reigns, and 
should not be deemed 'out of place'.1 2 7 
The second factor is that the heavenly enthronemant is a way of speaking of 
God's grace toward humankind and of the supreme demonstration of his power 
through Christ ( w . 4-6). 1 2 8 Based" upon the conviction that the one God has raised 
Christ from the death and enthroned him at his right hand (1.22; cf. Rom. 6.4), the 
author asserts that the glorious power of the same God is also at work in Jews and 
1 2 6 See e.g. Merklein, 'Rezeption,' suggests that the eschatological reservation recedes in Ephesians -
'Der eschatologische Vorbehalt fallt' (48). Lindemann, Aufhebung, goes so far as to suggest that 
futuristc eschatology is absent in Ephesians (129f.); cf. MacDonald, Pauline Churches, 143, 153. 
I therefore disagree with Knox, St Paul, who argues that Ephesians was written for Hellenistic 
readers who were not seriously concerned with the relation of Jews and Gentiles but wanted a mystery 
which would explain the Gospel and the practice of the Church in terms of ascent of the soul to heaven 
(190ff.); Conzelmann, 'Epheser,' who links the concepts of Eph. 2.5-6 specifically with the Gnostic 
understanding of salvation, i.e. a liberation from the material world involves the heavenly journey of 
the soul (66). 
1 2 8 Christ exercises a mediating function (£v Xpiotq) 'Inaofl) between God and humankind. 
Presumably the mediatorial role assigned to some angelic beings is now assigned to Christ. For the use 
of the preposition £v in the NT to express God's activity through Christ, see e.g. Allan, 'In Christ,' 54-
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Gentiles, making them alive and transposing them from the power of death to the 
blessed heavenly places (1.3-4; cf. 1QH 3.19-23; 11.10-12). As a result this elevation 
appears to impart information about the new possibility which God has opened for 
Jews and Gentiles, namely that human life could transcend death by passing to the 
higher heavenly sphere 'now', an idea which is seen most often in Jewish apocalyptic 
writings. 1 2 9 By saying that Gentiles and Jews become fellow-ouvf)povoi in the 
heavenly realm, 1 3 0 the author was able to reinforce the idea of transition from the 
power of death (and the consequence of alienation from God) to the close 
communion with God. Indeed the realm into which both Jews and Gentiles are 
translated is the dwelling-place of God (1.3; cf. Heb. 8.1; 12.2). 
But God lavishes his mercy on Jews and Gentiles with a profound purpose: 
'in order that he might show in the coming ages the immeasurable riches of his grace 
in kindness toward us in Christ Jesus'.131 The juxtaposition of divine 'grace' and 
'kindness' is not accidental, for it reminds the recipients of God's grace as the 
foundation upon which the forgiveness of their trespasses were based (v.5; cf. 1.7).132 
Again, the author uses characteristically Jewish terms here to denote God's 
considerate generosity which is broadened out to both Jews and Gentiles (Ps. 24.7-8; 
118.64-65; 144.7; PMan. 7, 14; Ps. Sol. 5.13-14; 18.1; Philo, Leg. All. 3.73; 
62; Harris, 'Prepositions,' 1192; Roberts, 'Instrumental iv,' 143-146; cf. Rom. 3.24; 2 Cor. 3.14; Col. 
1.16. 
1 2 9 See especially Collins, 'Apocalyptic Eschatology,' here 36. 
1 3 0 See further PGL, s.v.; LSJ, s.v. 
1 3 1 The conjunction iva with the subjunctive evSeUjrrtai introduces a final clause, indicating the end 
in view. The basic sense of the word £v8elKVDu<xi (only in middle voicein the NT) is 'to show, to 
manifest, to reveal': see e.g. Exod. 9.16; Wisd. Sol. 12.17; EpisL Jer. 25; 2 Mace. 9.8; Test. Job 50.2; 
Arist. 134; 2 Mace. Rom. 9.22. 
1 3 2 Thus the arthrous x&P1? which looks back to the same noun in v. 5b: 'By grace you have been 
saved'. 
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Josephus, Ant. 11.144; cf. Rom. 2.4; 11.32.),133 with the accentuation that God's 
gracious attitude and act is now manifested 'in Christ'. I f we may press further, it 
may well be that the author uses the term airoeq to make a contemptuous pun with 
'the Aion of this world ' . 1 3 4 His somehow hyperbolic statement in v. 7 is meant to 
affirm the cosmic majesty of the one God over the foreign deity: the one God is the 
God of the 'ages' (oi, aiwveq) and that his immeasurable wealth of grace is not 
confined to 'the age (6 Ai6v) of this world' but is demonstrated in one 'age' 
supervening on another, as far into the future as thought can reach (cf. Tob. 13.10; 
Heb. 11.3; 2 Esdr. 13.26; cf. 1 Clem. 35.3; Justin Apol. 1.41).135 Once again, the 
thought world here is preeminently Jewish, where the term 'age' is regularly used to 
denote time as a sequence of 'ages' (1.21; 3.5, 9, 21; cf. Exod. 40.15; Isa. 51.9; Sir. 
36.17; 3.9; Tob. 1.4; 14.5; 2 Esdr. 13.26). 
It takes our author only a small step, on the basis of God's gracious attitude 
and act toward both Jews and Gentiles, to remind his readers of God's gracious 
salvation. This he has done through the expression 'for by grace you are saved' (xfi 
yap %apm eaxe aeacoouivoi 8i6c mateox;) in v. 8 which is almost a word-by-word 
repetition of v. 5b. What was then thrown in as a kind of 'undercurrent' 
1 3 3 Although the word xpTyroSTriq also occurred in nonbiblical Greek, it was used only to characterise 
persons: see e.g. Weiss, 'xpTioiornq,' 489. In the NT the term (10 times) occurs exclusively in Paul. 
1 3 4 It is worth noting that there is also a word-play of x^pu;, xpriOTorn? and xpxaxbc, in the same 
verse. 
1 3 5 Contra Lindemann, Aufhebung, 56-59, 129-133, who argues that v. 7 refers to personal Aions, the 
powers that rule over each age; cf. Conzelamann, Epheser, 97; Schlier, Epheser, 112-114; Pokorn^, 
Gnosis, 114. Lindemann's rejection of the temporal/future reference is based entirely on his theory that 
Ephesians contains only a fully realised eschatology than on actual reading of the text; cf. 3.5, 9, 21. 
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(epitrechori)n6 to God who 'made alive' the dead (i.e. v. 5a) now emerges as the 
main theme in vv. 8-10.137 Suffice it to say that the repetition of the great truth in v. 
8a is a fair reminder that God's gracious salvation is fundamentally a liberation from 
the power of death (vv. 1, 5; cf. 1QS 11.12-13). Salvation is the free grace of God 
and is dependent enitrely upon him. The theme of heavenly enthronement can 
certainly be understood in the same light. The positive response (Side nxatEatq) to the 
divinely bestowed grace suggests none other than the deep trust which the recipients 
of salvation placed in the one God who has the power to make alive the dead and to 
confer honour upon the undeserved in the heavenly places (cf. 1.13; 3.12, 17). 1 3 8 
The meaning of the statement in v.8b ('and this does not proceed from you, it 
is the gift of God') is somewhat ambiguous.139 The question which arises 
immediately is whether xovxo refers back to the whole of the preceding statement or 
only to the last word ' fa i th ' . 1 4 0 One suggestion is that the words 'and this does not 
proceed from yourselves, it is God's gift ' are to be taken as parenthetical, being 
inserted into the statement 'for you are saved by grace through fai th ' . 1 4 1 This reading 
provides thus a neat antithesis between 'faith' and 'works'. Unfortunately, much of 
1 3 6 Bullinger, Figures, 472-273; Wills, Repetition, 6. Pace Richardson, Israel, 150, who suggests that 
v. 5 is 'an interjection with significance in the situation addressed, and does not imply that only 
Gentiles need to be saved by grace'. 
1 3 7 This is confirmed by the use of the arthrous x&pic, in v. 8 which looks back to v. 5b in which 
God's gracious salvation was mentioned. The same grace is mentioned in v. 7, although this includes 
God's having seated the believers in the heavely realms. 
1 3 8 The prepositional phrase 5i& niatecoq occurs 8 times in the NT: Rom. 3.22; 2 Cor. 5.7; Gal. 2.16; 
Phil. 3.9; 2 Tim. 3.15; Heb. 6.12; 11.33; 1 Pet. 1.3. The more common phrase in the earlier letters of 
Paul is £K ItlCTTEflx;. 
1 3 9 Thus Bruce, Ephesians, who writes: 'If the Greek pronoun were feminine, agreeing in gender with 
'faith,' then the reference to faith would be plain' (89); Ridderbos, Paul, 234 n.57; Lincoln, 
Ephesians, 111; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 98. 
1 4 0 Cf. the discussion of the problem in Lincoln, Ephesians, 112; Schlier, Epheser, 151; Caird, Letters, 
53. 
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the discussion along this line of argument suffers from trying to read our present 
passage through the lens of the entire Pauline corpus. It assumes that the 'faith-work' 
dialectic or controversy is at work in our passage (cf. Gal. 2.16; Phil. 3.9), and, on 
this basis, the same Pauline theology must therefore emerge in Ephesians.142 The 
dilemma of the foregoing interpretation is that it has failed to take into account the 
phenomenon of linguistic 'transcoding' (to use Bakhtin's word) which shows that the 
way in which language operates is much more sophisticated than some would have 
thought, and, on top of that, exegetes have often allowed themselves to be boxed into 
an 'either-or' condition in their interptation of v. 8. 1 4 3 The dilemma, however, can be 
resolved when we read w . 8b-9 as statements of refinement. This means that the 
author not only affirms that faith is necessary as the positive response to God's 
saving grace but also lays bare the fact that salvation-by-faith is none other than a 
'gift ' from God (-co Scopov).144 The paradox of this argument is that it categorically 
rules out its beneficiaries as the starting point of God saving grace.145 The statement 
in v. 9 (oi>K Mpycov), which is a partial reduplication of what was said earlier in v. 
8b (OVK e£ tyacov), can also be understood in the same light, amplifying the sense of 
negation which the author has hinted in his earlier statement. The author's vigorous 
1 4 1 E.g. Bruce, Ephesians, 289. 
1 4 2 See e.g. Marshall, 'Salvation,' 339-358, esp. 342-343. Marshall's essay is prompted by the 'New 
Perspective on Paul'and its interpretation of'works of the Law'. 
1 4 3 So Lincoln, Ephesians, 111-112, who argues that the writer of Ephesians has taken up 'by grace' 
and 'by faith' as two inseparable companions which together provide the antithesis to any suggestion 
of human merit: v. 8b ('not from yourselves, it is the gift of God') is a further explanation of the 'grace 
aspect of salvation'; v. 9 ('it is not by works, lest anyone should boast') provides a further comment on 
the 'faith aspect' of salvation. 
1 4 4 See also Matt. 2.11; Rev. 11.10. Perhaps the word is a clear reminder of a sacrifice which is 
offered at the altar: see e.g. Matt 5.23-24; 8.4; 23.18-19; Heb. 5.1; 8.3-4; 9.9; 11.4. See further 
Schneider, 'Scopov,' 365. 
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language is probably to prevent his Gentile readers from capitalising on the merit of 
'faith' or/and 'works'. Before we return to the theme of 'works', a brief comment on 
v. 9b is now in order. 
There can be little doubt that 'boasting' (Kat>xaou,ai) is a favourite term in 
the earlier letters of Paul, who often refer to actual arrogance or even 'boasting' in a 
positive sense (e.g. Rom. 5.2-3).146 No similar claim, however, is made by our 
present author. Instead the ivcc-clause is inherently notional: it aids our author to 
visualise in a way that human 'boasting', with 'works' as the motivating force behind 
it, is still capable of or awaits realization.147 Suffice it to say that the indefiniteness of 
the author's statement (ziq) serves, most probably, as a powerful weapon in 
preventing his readers from elevating themselves as the starting point of saving 
grace.148 
In the history of interpretion the explanatory force of the author's statement in 
v.10 is widely recognised by most commentators.149 But it is more likely that v. 10 
introduces a statement of 'correction', on the grounds that (a) the particle yap 
1 4 5 The prepositional phrase e£ \)[L&\> excludes the Gentile readers as the source, origin of their 
salvation. 
1 4 6 The term Kauxaouai occurs 37 times in the NT, 35 of which are found in Paul. The same term 
and its cognates occur most often in the nascent church at Corinth (20 times!): 1 Cor. 1.29; 1.31; 3.21; 
4.7; 13.3; 2 Cor/5.12; 7.14; 9.2; 10.8; 10.13; 10.15; 10.16; 10.17; 11.12; 11.16; 11.18; 11.30; 11.30; 
12.1; 12.5; 12.6; 12.9; cf. Rom. 2.17; 2.23; Gal. 6.13-14; Phil. 3.3; Jas. 1.9; 4.16; Test. Abr. 19.4; Test. 
Jud. 13.2-3; Test. Job 15.6; Test. Job 41.3; Josephus, Ant. 8.372. See further Zmijewski, 'KOUXTICTIC,,' 
276-279. 
1 4 7 See in particular Gonda, Moods, 70; McKay, Syntax, 141-142. I therefore disagree with Barth, 
Ephesians 1-3, 244, who reads 2.8-9 as polemical words. He claims that v. 9 may refer to the same 
group of people mentioned in 4.14 and 5.6, namely those who in their ignorance of God as their 
creator have come to perceive the source of their salvation as 'without' the realm of divine grace. 
1 4 8 See further Du Toit,'Vilification,'here 406. 
1 4 9 See e.g. Schlier, Epheser,; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 98; Lincoln, Ephesians, 113, et al. 
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introduces an argument which is based on an opposition;1 5 0 (b) vv. 9-10 consist of 
words whose meanings are close enough to be grouped within the same 'semantic 
domain' (e.g. epyoi, 7tovnu.a, icri^eiv, epyoi ayaGot, 7tpoexoip.d^co);151 (c) the two 
words noifijia and gpyoc, are interchangeable, denoting 'that which is brought into 
being' by God (e.g. Ps. 63.10; 91.5-6). In our present context, rcoir|p.a denotes 
humankind as God's created 'work' ; 1 5 2 and (d) the author uses such words as God's 
'work' (TioiruMa, v. 10a) and 'good works' (epyoic, dyaGotq, v. 10b) to make a 
playful 'pun' with human 'works' or labour (OVK Z\ &pycov, v. 9a). 1 5 3 The aim of this 
word-play is meant to eliminate all human factors by transcoding the human 
performers and their 'doings' into the accomplished 'work' of God, 1 5 4 leaving no 
scope therefore for boasting in themselves. The word-play reaches its climax when 
the author spoke of the 'good works' in the sense of moral deeds: 'Rather, we are his 
work, created in Christ for good works, which God prepared beforehand, that we 
should walk in them'. 1 5 5 Although the idea of 'good works' is familiar enough to the 
1 5 0 Cf. 1 Cor. 9.17; 11.21; 15.53; 2 Cor. 5.1 (compare 4.18); 10.4; Gal. 1.12; 3.10, 26, 28; 5.5, 13; 
6.9, 13; Phil. 3.3; Col. 3.25; 1 Thess. 4.7; 5.5; 1 Tim. 6.10; Jas. 3.7 (cf. 3.6); 4.14 (cf. 4.13). See 
further Zerwick, BG, NUM. 472-473; BAGD, s.v. 4. 
1 5 1 See further Jacques, List, 167-168; Louw & Nida, 4C and 42B. 
1 5 2 See also Jdg. 13.12, where TO; jcovfyiotTo: in the Codex Alexandrinus (A) is translated as tit Soya 
in Codex Vaticanus (B); cf. Ps. 8.4-7; 77.7; 92.5-6; Job 10.3; 101.26; 138.8; 143.5; Isa. 45.11; Tob. 
12.22; Wisd. Sol. 13.1; Sir. 33.15, 39.16; Test. Abr. 9.6; Test. Job 49.2-3; Ps. Sol. 18.1; / Enoch 2.2; 
5.2; 2 Syr. Bar. 14.17; 54.18; 2 Esdr. 7.134; 8.13; Philo, Leg. All. 3.99; Op. Mundi 171; De Cherubim 
119; Quod. Det. Pot. 124, 155. The word noifjua occurs only once in the NT: n o i f i u « T a , 'things that 
have been made', as that which mirror the invisible qualities of God, his everlasting power and divinity 
(Rom. 1.20). See further Braun, '7toi£co,' 471; Radl, 'iroi£co,' 124; Ringgren, 'rvmi,' 430; Bertram, 
'epyov,' here 637-639; Heiligenthal, 'Spyov,' 50; BAGD, s.v., 3; Louw & Nida, 42.30. 
1 5 3 It seems more natural to construe k\ as indicating not the basis or means ('by works') but the 
source or starting point ('from works'). See further Harris, 'Prepositions,' 1188-1190 
1 5 4 The position of the pronoun ouroft is emphatic. 
1 5 5 For this usage of the preposition ha, cf. Gal. 5.13; 1 Thess. 4.7. See further Moule, Idiom, 50; 
Zerwick, BG, NUM. 129. 
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Greeks,156 the framework here is typically Jewish. The taken-for-granted axiom is 
that humankind owe their existence (and salvation) to God and that their 'good 
works' should reflect not their own effort/labour but God's gracious attitude and act 
toward them (3.9; 4.5-6; cf. Gen. 2.2-3; Isa. 29.15-16; 65.17; 66.22; Sir. 7.30; 4Q405 
23.2.12; 4Q504 7.4; Philo, Congr. 61). 1 5 7 The idea is well attested by Jewish writers, 
where 'good works' are simply virtuous deeds which serve the promotion of life or 
piety (e.g. 1QS 1.5-6, ">K?!7D 310; CD 4.6; Philo, Sacrif. 53-54, 78; Arist. 18.4; 
Apoc. Zeph. 3.6; Sib. Or. 3.220-234; 2 Syr. Apoc. Bar. 14.12; cf. Josephus, Ant. 
9.182; 17.159). One of the effects of these noble deeds is to glue or maintain descent 
and responsible social relationships {Test. Benj. 5.1-3; Test. Asher 3.2). For anyone 
familiar with the Jewish scriptures, doing 'good' is truly a test-case for those who 
considered themselves as belonging to God, i.e. the 'sons of God' (Deut. 13.8-14.1; 
cf. v.2, 'sons of disobedience'; v.3, 'children of wrath'). 1 5 8 Our present passage can 
be read in the same light: namely that the author continues to understand 'good 
works' in terms of Jewish category (cf. 4.28; 5.11; 6.8). 1 5 9 That the thought world of 
our author is characteristically Jewish is also confirmed by his assertion that God has 
'made ready' these 'good works' (7ipoeToiu.&£co). The note of divine 
predetermination is clear enough here (cf. Rom. 9.23; Wisd. Sol. 9.8). Nevertheless, 
the concern here is not so much to predicate the pre-existence of 'good works' before 
1 5 6 See e.g. Hesiod, Works and Days, 307; Plato, Politicus, 352D-353E; Xenophon, Cyrop. 1.5-8, et 
al. 
1 5 7 This is further confirmed by the use of the metaphor 'walk' denoting conduct in the walk of life. 
See my discussion of v. 2 above. 
1 5 8 Cf. Test. Ben. 5.1-5; Test. Nap. 8.4-6; Test. Aser. 3.2 
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the foundation of the world 1 6 0 as to affirm God's gracious act toward humankind, 
namely, so that humankind should be at a loss for none of the means to reflect in the 
end (em) God's kindness and grace (v. 7; cf. 1.7).161 
It is clear that the 'deposit' of Pauline thought is found in vv. 8-10: faith, 
grace, works and boasting (2.8-9; cf. Rom. 2.22; 2 Cor. 5.7; Gal. 2.16; Phil. 3.9). It is 
also clear, however, that the Pauline language has undergone a perceptible 
development in Ephesians: the author no longer describes the nature of salvation in 
terms of the relationship between 'faith' and 'works', but asserts that God is in the 
truest sense the source or starting point of all things. 1 6 2 It is on this basis that the 
Gentile recipients are invited to gird their understanding of salvation, faith and works 
solely with the principle of God as the creator par excellence (see 1.3-4; 4.5-6).1 6 3 
The pragmatic effect of this method of explanation is clearly that God should and 
will always be the starting point in any discussion of his gracious salvation. His 
gracious attitude and act toward humankind relativises thus all human factors. In 
short, the author of Ephesians has distanced himself from the dispute over 'faith' and 
'works' among the earliest Christian Jews (e.g. Gal. 2), a controversy on which 
1 5 9 Cf. Rom. 13.3; 2 Cor. 9.8; Phil. 1.6; 2; Col. 1.10; 2 Thess. 2.17. The idea of 'good works' has 
become most developed in the Pastorals: see e.g. 1 Tim. 2.10; 5.10, 25; 6.18; Tit. 2.7, 14; 3.8, 14. See 
further Towner, Goal, 153-154; Knight, Pastoral Epistles, esp. 137. 
1 6 0 Pace Hamerton-Kelly, Pre-existence, suggests that 'good works' had pre-existed in advance even 
before they were put into practice (184); Ernst, 'Epheser,' 310; ; Houlden, Paul's Letters from Prison, 
285; Barth, Ephesians, 227, 249; Lincoln, Ephesians, 115; Balz, 'npoeToiuaSfciv,' 155. NEB 
unaccountably alters the object of the verb rcpoetoiu^co from 'good works' to personal beings. 
1 6 1 A perfect parallel to our present passage can be found in Hellenistic Jewish thought: see e.g. Philo, 
De Opificio Mundi 77, where the same verb npoetoind^eiv is used to describe God's kindness and 
magnanimity toward humankind; cf. Op. Mund. 69; Spec. Leg. 1.165, 262; 2.70; Virt. 145; QuodDeus 
sit Immutabilis 96; 2 Esdr. 8.52; Asc. Moses 1.14. 
1 6 2 For a somewhat different exposition of w . 8-9, see Dunn, 'Works of the Law,' esp. 113-115. 
1 6 3 This sense is not altogether unparalleled in Hellenistic Jewish thought: see e.g. Philo, Vit. Mos. 
2.48: '[T]he father and Maker of the world was in the truest sense also its Lawgiver...'; cf. Add Est. 
13.11; Wisd. Sol. 1.14; 6.7; Sir. 24.8; 36.1; 39.16; 2 Mace. 1.24; 3 Mace. 2.21; 4 Mace. 11.5. 
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modern scholars still lay a great deal of weight. 1 6 4 Indeed the controversy is 
unnecessary, for it is based upon a hermeneutical 'grid' which is quite alien to the 
author of Ephesians, a Jew who sees the one God as the source of all things. 
1 6 4 E.g. Marshall, 'Salvation,' who writes: Ephesians is attacking a view which sees human works of 
any kind as a basis for God's saving action and regards this view as standing in conflict with salvation 
by grace' (347); Nida & Taber, Theory, 53-54, who write: 'You yourselves did not save yourselves. 
Rather, God gave you this salvation. You did not earn it by what you did. Therefore no one can boast 
about what he has done' (53-54); Lincoln, Ephesians, writes: 'Works now stand for human effort in 
general. Salvation is not achieved by human performance or any attempt to earn God's approval' 
(112); Bruce, Ephesians, 290, who refers to the works as a basis 'by which some credit could be 
claimed for it, human merit' (290); Caird, Letters, 53; Barth, Ephesians, 244-245 concedes that the 
'works' refers to 'works of the law' to which meritorious value was attributed rather than human 
works in general. Kruse, Paul, claims that 'works' denote 'general moral achievements of Gentiles'. 
He argues, on the basis of the readers as predominantly Gentiles, that there is no hint in Ephesians they 
were once thought to have once relied upon the performance of Jewish works (whether these are 
understood as all that the Mosaic law demands or as Jewish identity markers) for their salvation (98). 
Kruse has failed, in my opinion, to recognise the Jewish perspective of our author, namely that what 
matters is the way in which the first century Jew and Judaism would normally define 'works'. 
Thielman, Paul, is more cautious at this point, who concludes that Eph. 2.4-9 is 'Paul's opposition of 
grace to human effort generally' (306 n. 54). 
88 
2.4 Conclusion 
It is time to pull the threads together. The bulk of evidence in Ephesians is 
quite sufficient to show that the author's language, terminology, thought and ideas 
can be best explained by the hypothesis that his conceptual background is 
characteristically Jewish. It has become quite clear from the internal evidence of the 
letter itself that the author thinks and expresses himself in Jewish categories and 
images and suggests thus his strong Jewish background. 
Within this context I have argued that the author represents the Gentiles from 
the perspective of a Jew. The negative verdict on the latter, however, is not the end of 
his argument. Instead, the dismal image of the Gentiles is but a preamble to a 
vigorous self-assessment of a Jew, whose aim is to speak in reconciliatory terms, to 
mitigate the (social) distance between Jews and Gentiles, and more importantly to 
confront both human groups with God's gracious attitudes and act toward humankind 
who sin and his magnanimity which is now brought about by or through Christ. 
We must add in passing that our conclusion by no means suggests that 
features which can be paralleled in non-Jewish literary works or origin are simply not 
present in Ephesians.165 As we shall see, the author of Ephesians clearly uses Greek 
political terminology of other contemporaneous traditions (see my discussion in 
Chapters 3, 4 and 5, respectively). He may well have been aware of the idea of 
'discord' which had plagued ancient city-states and extended the literary topos of 
6u,6voicc or 'concord' to reinforce the notion of oneness of his community (e.g. 4.1-
16; 5.21-32). He is probably familiar with the Graeco-Roman ideas of oiicovouAa or 
1 6 5 Furnish, 'Ephesians,' here 538-539. 
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'household-management' (5.21-6.9), which shows that his concerns can be paralleled 
in the political theorists and ethicists in the Graeco-Roman world. 1 6 6 Other 
contemporaneous religious terms may well be borrowed to help sharpen his own 
thinking (see my exegesis of 2.2a in section 2.3.1 above). These features, however, 
cannot in any way rule out the fact that the author is at heart a (Christian) Jew, and 
that the overall impression given by Ephesians is (as we shall see more clearly later) 
of a Jewish perspective in which materials of non-Jewish origins have been taken 
over by a (Hellenistic) Jew, and domesticated and put to the service of his own 
convictions and purposes. 
One cannot deny that there are Christian features or christological 
intensification of the various motifs and some 'dominical indicators' which show that 
the author of Ephesians might be thinking about Jesus and would be inclined to 
allude to his teaching (e.g. 4.20-21; 6.2-3).167 Overall, Ephesians shows the 
distinctive contribution of a Christian Jew, who, like many other Jewish writers, 
could 'transcode' some of the meanings of the traditional material when necessary.168 
1 6 6 See esp. Balch, Wives; cf. idem, 'Household Codes,' 25-50; Conzelmann, Polemics, 135-233. 
1 6 7 See in particular Thompson, Clothed with Christ, 34-35. 
1 6 8 See e.g. Lincoln 'Use,' 45, who concludes that the author's 'exegetical techniques are subservient 
to a christological perspective whereby the OT texts are read in the light of the new situation which the 
writer believes God has brought about in Christ'; Dunn, 'Household Rules,' 52-53; Schrage, 'Ethik,' 
here 19-21. 
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Chapter 3 
'You Who Were Called the Uncircumcision by the Circumcision': Jews, 
Gentiles and Covenantal Ethnocentrism (Eph. 2.11-13) 
3.1 Introduction 
In our epistle, the Gentiles are 'others' with a special position. The question 
for us is: What was it about them that prompted the author of this epistle to show 
such immense interest in them? Do the author's statements, which say much about 
the Gentiles, tell also about the Jews, including some of their basic convictions? How 
should we then read the statements about the Gentiles or Israel? What questions 
should we ask? 
In this chapter we want to examine how Jews regarded the Gentiles and 
indeed how they regarded themselves. My thesis is that covenantal ethnocentricity, 
the practice which makes judgements about the Gentiles in terms of the Jews' own 
ethnic and religious assumptions, is the major factor which led to the alienation 
between the two ethnic groups. The Jews who perceived themselves as the people of 
God have, in their attempt to preserve their distinctive covenantal identity in 
distinction from the Gentiles, erected ethnic and religious boundaries between 
themselves and the Gentiles. As we shall see, the author's representation or 
characterisation of his Gentile readers was a means of defining for his non-Jewish 
audience also the exclusivistic disposition of the Jews. The ultimate goal in his 
overall argument in Eph. 2. 11-13 is to construct a new 'space' for the Christian 
Gentiles who had been marginalized by the Jews. 
3.2 The Gentiles as the Jews Saw Them (v. 11) 
In a social world where the attitude of others, and the external definition 
given by one group of people to another define and shape identity, the perceptions of 
others create the 'world' one inhabits. How the Gentiles are perceived (and therefore 
represented) by others, is, therefore, an essential part of the reality that makes them 
what/who they are.1 Does the author of Ephesians speak of the Gentiles from the 
perspective of a Jew and i f so,2 why? Does he set his statements about the Gentiles 
alongside the common perceptions shared by most typical Jews and i f so, why? How 
did the Jews see the Gentiles? These are salient questions that we would wish to 
examine in the course of our study. 
3.2.1 Aid lavrmoveveTe oxi 7toxe tyietq ret eGvn ev oapKi (v. 11a) 
To begin with, it is worth noting that the designation 'You Gentiles in the 
flesh' (not 'You were Gentiles in the flesh') has been given a range of meaning in 
recent studies. Some have read our phrase as referring to the Gentiles' physical 
descent, i.e.- Gentiles by birth. 3 Others insist that the dominance of the Gentiles by the 
fleshly nature, who within this realm are controlled by and live in accordance with 
their old or sinful nature, i.e. those 'in the flesh' take the side of the flesh in the 
1 For this sociological insight, see. esp. Hartog, Mirror, xxiii; Vasaly, Representations, 131-155; Hall, 
Barbarian, 1-12; Haarhoff, Stranger, 51-59; 216-221; Balsdon, Aliens, 59-71, 214-259; Wilken, 
'Christians,' 100-125, esp. 100-101; Jenkins, Ethnicity, esp. 13-14, 52-63, 165. 
2 The Jewish perspective in Eph. 2.11 is recognised by some scholars, although the full significance of 
the perspective for the author and the Gentile readers remained curiously unexplored: see e.g. Moritz, 
Mystery, writes: 'The fact that [G]enriles are described in vl 1 as precisely that shows clearly that the 
discussion is presented from a Jewish perspective' (29). See also Caird, Letters, 55; Schlier, Epheser, 
119; Mufiner, Epheser, 70; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 133; Best, Ephesians2, 238; Lincoln, Ephesians, 135; 
Walter,'eGvoq,* here 382-383. 
3 So Patzia, Ephesians, 189-190; Best, Studies, 92; cf. idem, Ephesians2, 238. 
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Christ-Flesh conflict (Eph. 2. Hand 2.13).4 Still others refer to the mode of existence 
of the Gentiles (i.e. they were in the [realm of the] flesh, but they are now in Christ or 
in the Spirit).5 A l l these interpretations above share the common feature that 11a is 
thought to provide raw evidence for the author's immediate assessment of the 
Gentiles. However, it is most likely that the designation 'Gentiles in the flesh' is a 
way of referring to the perception of Gentiles typically shared by Jews - 'in the flesh' 
essential to covenant, and covenant identity.6 Indeed 'Gentiles in the flesh' is an 
ethnographic statement: it represents in our present context an epithet for the non-
Jews who lacked the mark of circumcision.7 The statement, in other words, situates 
'another', and as such it reinforces an ethnic frontier at which the criterion of 
Jewishness lies in the 'flesh'. 8 It must be stressed at this point that the author is 
fleshing out the complex issue of the 'otherness' of Gentiles through this particular 
designation. 
4 As far back as Barnes already argued that our author refers to those under 'the dominion of the flesh, 
subject to the control of carnal appetites and pleasures' ('Ephesians,' 44); Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 254; 
Lindemann,••Epheserbrief, 43, et al. For the usage of the preposition ev in the NT, see especially 
Harris, 'Prepositions,* here 1190-1193, 1200; Porter, Idioms, 157,159. V 
5 So Percy, Probleme, who writes: 'ev' oapKv kann namlich hier kaum nur limitativ.gemeint sein, etwa: 
mit Riicksicht auf euer unbeschnittenes Fleischi sondern: muss wohl die Sphare bezeichnen, wo der in 
dem :Beschneidungsgebot begriindete Unterschied zwischen Jude und Heide Gultigkeit hat im 
Gegensatz zu Christus, in dem dieser Unterschied aufgehoben ist... o<5tp^  bedeutet dann hier soviel wie 
der alte Aon' (262); Lona, Eschatologie, 259; Merklein, Christus, 17. 
6 For the usage of 'Gentiles' as an- external definition of the identity of non-Jews who do not belong to 
the chosen people of God, see especially Gen. 49.10; Exod. 33.13; Deut. 4.19; Rom. 3.29; 9.30-31; 
10.19; 11.11-12, 25; 15.8-12; Gal. 3.28; Eph. 3.1-10; 4.17; also Tob. 1.10-12; Jud. 4.12; 1 Mace. 1.11-
15; 5.63; 13.41; 2 Mace. 1.27; 8.9; 14.38; 3 Mace. 6.9; 2 Esdr. 4.23, 9.7; also Test. Sim 7.2; Test. Jud. 
22.2; Test. Aser 7.3; Test. Jos. 19.9; Test. Benj. 3.8; Apoc. Sedr'14.5. See further Tomson, 'Names, here 
284-286, 287; Dunn, TP A, 504-508; Kok, Truth, 110-111; Bertram, 'eGvoq,' 363-369; Schmidt, 
'gevoc,,' esp. 370. Stanley, 'Ethnic Conflict," concludes that *[t]he use of the term "Gentiles" 
(aXXoqruXoi or e8vn) to designate all non-Jews represents a social construction of reality developed by 
a particular people-group (the Jews) in a concrete situation' (105). 
7 By 'ethnographic' I do not mean that the author gave a written description of what he had observed 
directly in his practical 'fieldwork' by studying the behaviour of the Gentiles; rather, the phrase 
denotes simply the description of the characteristics of an ethnic group from the perspective of 
another. - ' , 
8 Contra Rese, 'Yorzuge,' 26. The weakness of Rese's thesis is*: fundamentally, its failure to recognise 
v. 11a contains ethnographic category and that the enumeration of'the deficiencies of the gentiles' does 
not begin in v. 12 but v. 11. Bruce, Ephesians, 291, n; 82 opts for an ambivalent reading of the term 
'flesh'. See further Abbott, Ephesians, 56. , 
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For us the question is, why does the author choose to describe the Gentiles as 
such? The most probable answer to this question is that the author intentionally 
evokes in his readers the awareness that the Gentile 'flesh' is important for Jewish 
self-definition. His argument reveals the way in which Jews would normally 
apprehend the Gentiles and interpret the otherness of the Gentiles. Behind this 
designation lies the typical Jewish attitude towards the rest of the world, since the 
Gentile 'flesh' provides sufficiently a vivid illustration of the way in which Jews 
would develop their own correlational concepts by relating to a physical 
attribute/feature (cf. Rom. 2.28-29; Gal. 6.12-13; 3.3? Phil. 3.4-5; also Sir. 44.19-20; 
Jub. 15.26; Philo, Quaest. Gen. 3.52; Ps.-Philo 9.13). Like most 'ideal' nicknames or 
stereotypifications, the Gentile 'flesh' is one of the most significant predicates that 
collects around the name of the non-Jews so as eventually to construct an image of 
the non-Jews from a particular point of view.9 It appears not simply as an extremely 
condensed symbol of the collective identification of the Gentiles by referring to how 
they may be distinguished from another social collectivity, it also reveals how the 
boundary between Jews and Gentiles can be sustained by that particular 'mark' on 
the flesh. So when the author of Sirach spoke of the covenant which God made with 
Israel he referred to the 'flesh', 'He (sc. God) has established the covenant in his (i.e. 
Abraham's) flesh' (44.20). Similarly, the author of Pseudo-Philo announced Israel's 
covenant relation with God as 'the covenant of the flesh' (9.13).1 0 What is in view 
here is the notion of the covenant milah (nb^D TP-D). It should come as no surprise 
that the 'flesh' reminds these Jewish writers of their shared history and identity as the 
9 'In societies where there are stigmas attached to belonging to a particular race or religious 
community ethnically revealing names begin to acquire an emotional or attitudinal load in proportion 
to stigma attached to the ethnicity' - Morgan, Nicknames, 5-6. See further Haarhoff, Stranger, here 51-
59,216-221; Balsdon, Aliens, 30-71, 214-259. 
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covenant people of God (Gen 17; Jub. 15.25-34). The covenant 'flesh' has played an 
important role fostering a deep sense of community between the Jews, whereby the 
difference between themselves and the non-Jews heightens their sense of belonging. 
The presence (or absence) of the 'flesh' as such serves to reinforce the latter as a 
boundary marker distinguishing the Jews from the non-Jews.11 
It should by now be clear that the designation 'Gentiles in the flesh' is indeed 
value-expressive and self-justifying: the Gentiles as Gentiles are in the perception of 
most devout Jews simply lacking the mark of covenant and are, ipso facto, outside 
the sphere of the elect of God. 1 2 That is the point which the author had wished (and 
will continue) to evoke in the memory of the Gentiles (5i6 u,vr|u,ove,u£TJ£) in his 
representation of the Gentiles. We should be content with the fact that the statement 
about the Gentiles in v. 11a also concurs well with that of vv. 1-2 in terms of its 
function, i.e. it conjures up an image of the Gentiles which can only be explained and 
defined by reference to a distinctively Jewish evaluation. Just as vv. 1-2 focuses upon 
a well-established motif in Jewish theology, the integration of the particularism of 
election with the universalism 6f monotheism, in order to underscore the outside 
status of the Gentiles with respect to Israel's election, so also the designation of the 
Gentiles in v. 11a reveals from a Jewish perspective the 'have not' of the Gentiles in 
their 'flesh' in order that the ethnic boundary between the elect and the Gentiles who 
lay outside the sphere of the elect can be reinforced. 
1 0 Harrington, 'Pseudo-Philo,' 316 concludes that in post-Biblical Hebrew, the term 'covenant' had 
become a technical term for circumcision. 
1 1 Contra Cohen, 'Jews,' 1-45. Cohen argues that the Jews of antiquity cannot be visually 
distinguished from their neighbours (12-22). Cohen has failed to recognise the social aspect of the 
Jewish practices, and the 'cultural stuff (to use F. Barth's word) out of which ethnic differentiation is 
socially constructed by the Jews. 
1 2 See also 1 Mace. 1.10-15, at which the idea of epispasm is hinted; Test. Mos. 8.1-3; 1 Cor. 7.18-18. 
See further Garland, Deformity, passim. 
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In sum: Entering into ethnic identification is definitively a matter of 
categorisation, and the designation 'Gentiles in the flesh' serves well as an outside 
name for what 'insiders' labelled the non-Jews. 'Gentiles in the flesh' denotes the 
non-Jews who have not yet complied with circumcision, or the 'pre-conversion' state 
of the Gentiles according to the Jewish perspective rather than the pre-Christian 
situation of the Gentiles. The Gentile 'flesh' serves as an identity marker for the 
Gentiles so that Jews and Gentiles can be marked out as distinct from one another 
(see also my discussion of v. 1 lb below). There can be little doubt that there is a 
strong echo of election-language embedded in this designation. As the author 
provides an ethnographic description for his Gentile readers, he translates them into 
the terms of the knowledge shared by typical Jews. His approach in turn opens up a 
complex question which revolves around the Gentiles' position in relation to Israel's 
election, a question which has become the preoccupation of the author as we advance 
further into his arguments in vv. llb-12. 
3.2.2 oi X £ Y 6 U , E V O I otKpoP'poTia imo TTV; Xeyouivry; irepn;ou.fj<; ev aapici (v.llb) 
We have reached the conclusion in the foregoing that the author of Ephesians 
has set out to forge an 'external definition' of the identity of the Gentiles from the 
perspective of typical Jews. This conclusion raises a fundamental question concerning 
the boundary between Jews and Gentiles: where does the break dividing the 'same' 
from the 'other' occur? It is important that we can substantiate further the claim that 
'Gentiles in the flesh' is truly a Jewish representation of the non-Jews. What we are 
mainly concerned with here are the following questions: how do the Jews 
conceptualize their social 'space' and the place of the Gentiles? Do they define 
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themselves as they similarly defined others? How does the designation the 
'uncireumcision'appear to the Jews? 
What should be established at the very outset is that the appellation 'Gentiles 
in the flesh' introduces not simply an ethnic 'other', it also indicates that the Gentiles' 
'otherness' had affected their position before God. That this is so becomes clear when 
the present designation is mapped onto another highly-charged appellation which 
serves almost as an epexegesis of the previous statement about the Gentiles: 'the 
uncircumcision' (lit.••the 'foreskin'). 1 3 That the respective designations 'Gentiles in the 
flesh' and 'the uncircumcision' are inextricably linked is firmly established, since the 
'uncircumcision' (not the 'uncircumcised')14 is unequivocally a Jewish way of 
designating Gentiles (e.g. Rom. 2.26; 4.9; Gal. 2.7, 8, 9), just as the 'circumcision' is 
a designation for the Jews (e.g. Rom. 3.1; 4.9; 4.12a; 15.8; Gal. 2.7, 8, 9; Col. 3.11). 
But the 'uncircumcision' as a collective ethnic term is an external definition, the 
definition of the identity of Gentiles by the Jews, i.e. those who called themselves the 
'circumcision'.1 5 It presupposes a collective ethnic term shared by typical Jews, i.e. 
the 'circumcision'.1 6 There is also little doubt that the Gentile 'flesh' is now seen in 
contrast to •the Jewish 'flesh': 'Gentiles in the flesh' or 'the uncircumcision'/'the 
1 3 See also Meyer, Ephesians, 376; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 108. 
1 4 Pace Bratcher & Nida;-Ephesians, 50; Schlier; Epheser, 119; Merklein;: C/irijfi<j, 17; 26, 99; Lona, . 
Eschatologie, 259; Patzia, Ephesians, 190; Wintie, 'Justification,' here 53. See further Betz, 
'&Kpopvatio '^',5S;^ WalteFi;'S9yoq,'>failS' to recognise that -v.vll-b: consists; of a Jewish representation of 
the ethnic 'other' , and concludes that the author of Ephesians 'speaks disparagingly of non-Christians as 
"the Gentiles"' (383); similarly Meyer, Ephesians, 377. 
1 5 Contra Conzelmann, 'Epheser,'; who overlooks entirely the ethnic dimension, arguing that v. 11 is 
about the fundamental, theological self-understanding of the former Gentiles: 'um das grundsatzliche, 
theologische SichrVerstehen der ehemaligen Heiden'(99, italics mine). Against this view, it must be 
said that there is no Greek nor Roman who would identify hin^elf as the 'uncircumcision'. Some 
interpreters have read our phrase ify; \zyo\ikvi\c, jcepuou.ty- in a derogatory sense, i.e. 'the so-called 
circumcision' (e.g. Meyer, Ephesians, 311;:,SsnsX, 'Epheser,\ 312;; Schlier, Epheser, 119; Abbott, 
Ephesians, 56; NJB, et al). 
Pace Marcus, 'Circumcision,': here 78. Marcus's main point is that circumcision or uncircumcision 
can be used as nicknames. But in our present context the point of central importance is not so much that 
the Gentiles also promulgated a nickname for the Jews. As significant as it is that me Gentiles were 
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circumcision in the flesh'. The difference between Jews and Gentiles becomes acute 
simply because they both constitute part of a singular system - the symbolic world of 
the Jews - and because the distinction between two ethnic groups can be epitomised 
by the presence or absence of certain features in the 'flesh' which serve as a boundary 
marker. Simple as it may be, the differentiation as such enables the Jews to make a 
complex social world orderly and predictable as they accentuated wrra-category 
similarities and wter-category differences. The 'outside' world appeared as though it 
were monolithic and homogeneous. In short, the circumcision/uncircumcision divide 
enabled the Jews to tell who belonged to the same ethnic group, and who did not. 
It must also be said that the act of naming is only an initial step in the search 
for identity. For us the paradox is: why has the author of Ephesians chosen to pose a 
sharply defined antithesis between Jews and non-Jews? Why did he choose to identify 
Gentiles in this way rather than another? Why did he select one set of categories rather 
than another? Were there good reasons for him to echo how other Jews would 
perceive the ethnic 'other'? What is precisely the issue? One immediate answer 
naturally focuses on the act or practice of circumcision itself. The issue, in short, is in 
part bound up with the meaning and value of the rite of circumcision. 
It is generally agreed that circumcision was by no means a Jewish monopoly, 
as other peoples also practised similar customs (e.g. Jer. 9.25-26; Herodotus, Hist. 
2.36-37, 47, 104; Strabo, Geog. 17.2.5.824; Philo, Spec. Leg. 1.2; Josephus, Ant. 
8.262; idem, Contra Ap. 1.169-171; 2.141, et a/). 1 7 But circumcision became one of 
the most significant features considered by typical Jews as an emblem of difference 
given the name of 'Gentiles in the flesh' or the 'uncircumcision' by the Jews in our epistle, it is equally, 
if not more, significant that the Gentiles did not name themselves. 
1 7 See in particular the collections of various primary sources in Stern, GLAJJ, 2.620; Hengel, 
Judentum, 137; Dunn, 'Circumcision,' 303-305; Levine, 'Judaism,' here 144. 
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between Jews and the rest of the world. 1 8 The practice was, alongside other features 
such as the observance of Sabbath and dietary laws, constitutive of what it meant to be 
a Jew.19 It aided the Jews to mark out the ethnic boundary between themselves and 
non-Jews and not least, to enable the Jews to map out their own social space vis-a-vis 
the 'others'. Why was circumcision so important in the self-definition of the Jews? 
Why did circumcision become the chief point of differentiation between Jews and 
Gentiles? Why did the Jewish sense of distinctiveness come to focus in circumcision? 
To these questions we must now turn. 
In our effort to understand the socio-religious significance of the 
circumcision/uncircumcision dichotomy, one must concede that it wil l be quite 
impossible to draw out a more complete picture without also taking account of its two 
close correlates, namely Israel's covenantal relationship with God, and the 
connections between circumcision and the Jewish Law. 2 0 The latter we shall return to 
in the course of this study (see my discussion on v. 11c, below). For the moment, the 
question for us is: what is the tie-in between circumcision and covenant in the 
perception of typical Jews? 
There is little doubt that for typical Jews, circumcision is often understood as 
subsumed under the rubric of the covenant which God made with Israel.21 It was first 
1 8 See also m. Eduyoth 5.2; m. Ned. 31b; midr. Tanhuma Mattot 3. See further Dunn, Partings, 29; 
Cohen,'Boundary,'27. 
1 9 See in particular Dunn, Law, 191; Barclay, Jews, 428-442; Sanders, Law, 102; Meeks, Urban 
Christians, 36-37, 97; Gager, 'Judaism,' esp. 109-110; Wilken, 'Christians,' 104; Segal, Rebecca's 
Children, 34-5. 
2 0 The Law (and therefore the covenant) serves the function of an 'invisible grid' in the world-mapping 
of the Jews. It was through this grid that the author saw and it is that grid which, implicitly, allows the 
beholder to see what he saw. That the 'invisible grid' here in Eph. 2.11-12 is thoroughly Jewish in 
character is unequivocally confirmed in Rom. 9.4-5. See also Dunn, 'Circumcision,' who concludes that 
'[c]ovenant, law, Jewish ethnic identity, circumcision were mutually interdependent categories, each 
inconceivable without the other' (305). See further Hartog, Mirror, 319-320. 
2 1 'The root metaphor underlying Hebrew society is expressed in the word covenant': Segal, Rebecca's 
Children, 4; Preuss, Theology, 1.71-73, 92, 217; Nicholson, Covenant, esp. 191-217. 
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enjoined by God upon Abraham and his descendants (Gen. 17.9-14).22 It seals the 
covenant consisting of God's promise to make Abraham the father of many nations. It 
became the sign that Israel belonged to the covenant with God and the guarantee of 
the blessing promised in the covenant (Sir. 44.20; Acts 7.8; Ps. Philo 9.13, 15; 4 Ezra 
1.31; b. Menah 53b; b. Shabbath 135a [i.e. blood drawn at circumcision is covenant 
blood]; b. Sanhedrin 99a).23 The author of Jubilees, in his re-written story of Gen. 17, 
clearly restated the same point, that 'everyone who is born, the flesh of whose foreskin 
is not circumcised on the eighth day, belongs not to the children of the covenant 
which the Lord made with Abraham, but to the children of destruction' (15.33-34). It 
was precisely Israel's sense of mutual belonging, bound tightly to the law of 
circumcision which affirmed her legitimate status, with which the author of Jubilees 
was preoccupied. One cannot therefore enter the world-view of Jubilees without 
taking into account the importance of circumcision. 
This importance reached its apogee in the Maccabean crisis during which 
circumcision sustained the Maccabeans in their belief that the one test of religious 
identity is 'resistance', i.e. when a certain religious tradition cannot be bent even when 
there is pressure to do so.24 The crisis became acute when the Maccabeans regarded 
their religious self-definition as threatened by the general policy of hellenization, i.e. 
acculturating the non-Greek societies to the norms and accepted behaviour of Greek 
society, and some Jews 'removed the marks of circumcision, and abandoned the holy 
covenant. They joined with the Gentiles and sold themselves to do evil' (1 Mace. 
2 2 Gen. 17 is 'the constitutional document of circumcision within covenant' - Dunn, 'Circumcision,' 
303. Barclay, Truth, writes: 'The explicit connection in the Genesis text between circumcision, 
Abraham and covenant ensured the frequent association of these themes in Jewish theology as can be 
seen in a wide range of Jewish literature, both from Palestine and Diaspora' (54 and n. 53); MuBner, 
Epheser, 70; Hahn, 'Circumcision,' 308. 
2 3 See in particular Kaufmann, 'Circumcision,' in JE, 4.93; Michel, Romer, 90. 
2 4 Wilken, 'Christians,' 103. 
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I . 15; cf. 1 Cor. 7.18; Test. Mos. 8.1-3; Tosefta Shabbat 15.9).25 So the Maccabeans 
responded, circumcising by force the children that were uncircumcised within the 
border of their own land (1 Mace. 2.46; cf. Josephus, Ant. 13.257-258, 318).2 6 
Circumcision became of prime importance in this particular situation and appeared 
above all as a 'confessional sign', in harmony with the maintaining of the status of the 
covenant people of God. Its decisive value in Jews' sight is understandable as it 
marked out ethnic identity and defining boundary, and as the Maccabeans protected 
their external boundaries from outside intrusion they also protected themselves against 
the assimilation of foreign influences and customs into the Jewish way of life (4.7f.; 
I I . 24; cf. Jub. 3.31; 7.20). Within this covenantal nomistic mindset it is not difficult 
to imagine why the Maccabeans had assumed that Israel must hold itself rigidly aloof 
and maintain its distinctiveness from the Gentile sinners: 'Eat not with them, and do 
not according to their works, and become not their associates' (cf. Jub. 22.16; Arist. 
139, 142; Philo, Vit. Mos. 1.278; cf. Num. 23.9; Acts 11.3). 
Circumcision is a sine qua non for Israel's self-definition as the people of God. 
The conversion of Achior the Ammonite, as described in Judith, confirms the point: 
For Achior to become a member of Israel, it was necesary for him to cross the 
boundary by carrying with him the mark of covenant identity in his Gentile flesh, i.e. 
to judaize (Judith 14.10; cf. Sir. 44.20). The affirmation of Israel's social identity took 
place in Judith when Achior accepted circumcision as the most important symbol of 
belonging.27 
2 5 This refers to some Jews who underwent a surgical replacement called epispasm in order to disguise 
their ethnic and religious identities. See further Rubin, 'Prepuce,' 105-117; Cohen, 'Mishnah,' here 
200. 
2 6 See further Cohen, 'Boundary,' here 27. 
2 7 Thus Christiansen, Ritual Boundaries, 67-103. »<'• 
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More could be said on the subject.28 It must suffice to say that the association 
between circumcision and the Abrahamic covenant 'remains unshaken', and this is 
taken for granted by Jews, both in Palestine and the Disapora (Theodotus Fr. 5; Philo, 
Quaest. Gen. 3.49; also Rom 2.28; Gal. 6.12-13; Phil. 3.3-5; b. Sanhedrin 99a; b. 
Yoma 85b; b. Shabbath 135a). 
In sum: Circumcision as the sign of the election was (and still is) for the Jews 
the first act of fu l l covenant membership and obligation.29 In the self-understanding of 
Jews, circumcision entails the first commitment to live as a Jew, to 'judaize' and to 
adopt the Jewish way of conduct as a whole (Esther 8.17, L X X ; Sir. 44.20; Jdth. 14.10; 
Rom. 2.25; Acts 15.5; Gal. 5.2-3, 6.13; Josephus, Vit. 113, 149; idem, AnU3.257; 
20.39-46; b. Ned. 31b-32a; b. Yeb. 47a-b, etc). 3 0 Circumcision is a sure sign of Jewish 
identity and not least, a bond which holds the Jews together as the elect of God. As we 
shall see, it was the self-evident correlation between covenant and law as epitomized 
in circumcision which was at the heart of the problem for Jews and Gentiles. 
There is however another factor which should not be ignored. How were the 
Jews understood by others? In pur effort to understand how the Jews enhance self-
definition v/s-fl-vw non-Jews, the perceptions of outsiders deserve as much 
consideration as the statements of the Jews themselves, since the statements of the 
'others' can be used to enhance the sense of 'us' for purposes of identification.3 1 
2 8 See also Sanders, Judaism, 235. 
2 9 Despite a few exceptions to the rule, circumcision was commonly regarded in early Judaism as an 
essential part of Jewish ethnic and religious identities. See in particular Dunn, 'Circumcision,' 304, n. 
19; McKnight, Light, 79-82, 145-146; Nolland, 'Uncircumcised Proselytes,' 173-194; Sanders, 
Judaism, 214; Barclay, Truth, 57 n.59; Schiirer, HJPAJC, 3.169. Against McEleney, 'Conversion,' 
328-333, who argues that a significant strand of Jewish thought, current in the first century, considered 
it possible for a convert to Judaism to be accepted as belonging to the Jewish side without the need of 
circumcision. 
3 0 See further Barclay, Jews, 411-412 who argues that the insistence on circumcised partners in Jewish 
marriage played a crucial role in keeping the Jewish nation 'pure'; cf. idem, Truth, 45-60; Dunn, 
Partings, 124-127; Betz, 'Ttepitenv©,' esp. 79. 
3 1 See in particular Barth, Boundaries, 14; Wallman, Ethnicity, 3; Wilken, 'Christians,' esp. 100-104. 
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Although this question cannot be discussed in detail here, it wil l suffice to say that 
circumcision as a sure sign of Jewish identity is well-recognized by non-Jews, in 
particular in the eyes of non-Jewish intellectuals.32 Undue emphasis was often given 
to circumcision by the latter. Sometimes circumcision was regarded as the Jews' sole 
identity-marker. Tacitus, among others, commented that the Jews 'adopted 
circumcision to distinguish themselves from other peoples by this difference' 
(circumcire genitalia instituerunt, ut diversitate noscantur, Hist. 5.5.2). It is clear that 
other literati had poked fun at circumcision and perceived the rite as a crucial mark of 
identification separating the Jews from other peoples and religions.33 It is not 
necessary to document all the evidence for the attitudes of others here. It will suffice 
to say that circumcision, as a distinguishing mark for the Jews, continued to exert its 
force in subsequent centuries in the history of the Jewish people.34 
In sum: (a) The author of Ephesians has introduced in Eph. 2.11b a Jewish 
representation of the Gentiles. Stated simply, what we have here is an 'echoic 
utterance' or a 'straight reportage' of the opinion of typical Jews who would wish to 
amplify the significance of the fact and act of circumcision as playing an important 
role in shaping the identity^ of the Jews and not least, of the Gentiles. Circumcision 
3 2 See e.g. Balsdon, Aliens, 231. 
3 3 See e.g. Petronius Sat. 102.14, Frag. 37; Juvenal, Sat. 14.99; Persius, Sat. 5.176-84; Martial, 
Epigram., 7.82; 11.94. See further Stern, GLAJJ, no. 194, 195, 301; SchSfer, Judeophobia, 93; Gager, 
'Judaism,' here 109-110; Feldman, Jew, 158; Whittaker, 'Graeco-Roman Views,' 80-85; Hengel, 
Judentum, 137, 
: 3 4 We may note, for example, the insurrection under the Hadrian rule. This event was occasioned by a 
general prohibition of circumcision (Spatian, Hadrian 14.2). Just how important circumcision was to 
the Jews as a marker of Jewish ethnic and religious identity can also be seen in their response to the 
emperor's sanction against which they chose to revolt, during the reign of Antoninus Pius (138-161 
CE). The Jews eventually obtained permission to circumcise their own sons, but not the non-Jews - or 
they would face severe penalties: see especially Julius Capitol, Ant. Pius 5.4; Modestinus, Digest 
48.8.11. See further Smallwood, Jews, who argues that Hadrian's ban on circumcision was based on the 
emperor's dislike of rite and his 'moral objection to the practice as a barbarous mutilation on a par with 
castration' (431); cf. idem, 'Circumcision,' here 340. Schafer, Judeophobia, 103-105 argues, contra 
Smallwood, that Hadrian was guided not by 'moral objection' but by the ancient Greek ideal of beauty 
and perfection and considered circumcision 'a barbarous mutilation' and tried to prohibit it; cf. idem, 
Aufstand, 43ff., 193ff. 
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aids the Jews to provide an external definition of the identity of the Gentiles and 
hence, marks out the boundary between the two ethnic groups. The chief effective 
significance of circumcision is that it so much embodied and expressed distinctively 
Jewish identity that it had indeed become a mark of Jew as distinct from Gentile. The 
report of Gentiles as the 'uncircumcision' therefore served to justify and strengthen 
the already deep-rooted tendency towards ethnocentricity which Jews exhibited in 
their dealings with the non-Jews. It should come as no surprise that ethnicity is an 
important dimension, inter alia, that needs close examination i f we are to appreciate 
fully the attitude Jews expressed toward the Gentiles. 
(b) Circumcision also helps the Jews to locate their own distinctive status as 
the legitimate heirs of God's gracious covenant. Thus, the formulation in v. l i b 
represents a combination of rationalisation and self-justification of the position of the 
Jews as the elect of God as they used circumcision as a means to carve out their 
identity as the chosen people of God as distinct from the Gentiles. The Gentiles, 
according to this ethnically based definition, are beyond the orbit of the covenant 
which God made with his choseri people. 
(c) Given also the fact that non-Jews repeatedly commented on circumcision 
as one of the crucial elements of Jewish identity, we can be sure that the act and fact 
of circumcision were indeed integral to the identity of Jews. It shows that the 
perceptions of the 'outsiders' match those of the 'insiders' with respect to 
circumcision. 
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3.2.3 xeipoTtoifiTou (v. 11c) 
In the foregoing I have concluded that the 'uncircumcision' is a Jewish 
description of the ethnic 'other'. The external definition of the identity of the Gentiles 
presupposes a collective ethnic name shared by Jews. The author's informative 
intention is to remind his addressees that from the perspective of the Jews they as 
Gentiles lay outside the orbit of God's elect and the covenant which God made with 
Israel - after all, circumcision was (and still is) the sign of the covenant with Abraham 
and his descendants. 
For us the relevant question is: has the author of Ephesians distanced himself 
from the perspective of other Jews, looking in from outside Israel? One immediate 
answer to this depends in part upon the way in which the laconic adjective 
XeiporaHTiToc, is interpreted. The older view that the author of Ephesians was breaking 
away from the Jewish matrix has dominated NT scholarship in recent decades. 
According to this assessment, the author of Ephesians is giving his own gloomy 
assessment of circumcision (and therefore, Judaism),35 and the term %eipo7r.oir|Toc, 
refers not simply to circumcisiqn 'which is performed on the flesh by hand' but also 
betrays a sharp contrast between external material aspects of the old order of Judaism 
and the spiritual efficacy of the new order inaugurated by Christ.3 6 This reading of v. 
11c in derogatory sense has led many to believe that 'the circumcision in the flesh 
made by hands' reflects the Pauline view that this is no longer the real (or ideal) 
circumcision. The direct corollary of this line of argument is predictable: the negative 
3 5 So Meyer, Ephesians, 377; Lohse, 'xeipoitovrytoc,,' 436; Lincoln, Ephesians, 136, et at. 
3 6 See e.g. Lindemann, Epheserbrief, concludes that what is in view is the superficiality between the 
difference between Gentiles and Jews: 'Der zwischen Heiden und Juden bestehende Unterschied 
bezieht sich im Grande nur auf AuBerliches' (44). Houlden, Letters, argues that the use of the term 
XeipoTtoiiytoq is 'to contrast the purely physical nature of the institutions of Judaism with the spiritual 
efficacy of their Christian equivalents' (289); Merklein, Christus, 17; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 134; 
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overtone, i f not the fervour of polemic, is often invested in the term xeipo7toi.T|To<; per 
seP Since fleshly circumcision is done by the hand of man, the reference is to the 
contrast with God's act and hence only relative validity attaches to the judgement that 
the circumcised pass on the Gentiles. However, this interpretation will not do in our 
present context, and a serious consequence is that it makes it more likely that we shall 
miss the whole point which the author is trying to establish in his argument - i f not 
cause offence to devout Jews who cherished their first act of loyalty to the Torah. I 
shall indicate the basic reasons why I part company with this interpretation. They are 
twofold. 
In the first place and most importantly, this interpretation fails to appreciate 
the fact that the formulations in w . l i b and 11c are quintessentially Jewish in 
character and must be read as 'echoic utterances', i.e. they echo the thought of other 
Jews.38 Indeed what we are talking about in vv. Mb- l l c is a second-degree 
interpretation, which is an interpretation of the author's understanding of other Jews' 
thought. The one crucial question most scholars have failed to address is: would 
devout Jews themselves normally regard the observance of the 'special laws' as in 
contrast to God's act, insignificant, superficial, i f not idolatrous - as most scholars 
have assumed? We would do better i f the author's utterances here in v. 11c were 
understood as representing the view of the law-abiding Jews who hold a noble view 
about the act and fact of circumcision. The traditional reading that there is 'a contrast 
between external material aspects of the older order of Judaism and the spiritual 
Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 108; Schlier, Epheser, 119; Lona, Eschatologie, 259; Thomson, Chiasmus, 
95; Lincoln, Ephesians, 136. 
3 7 So Gnilka, Epheserbrief, who writes: 'Die Wendung hat im NT immer negativen Klang... Die 
Beschneidung wa also vorlaufig, ja belanglos' (134, italics mine); Pokorny, Epheser, writes: 'Die 
Beschneidung... ein mit (menschlichen) H&nden ... und nicht direkt durch Gott vollzogenes Zeichen' 
(113); Schlier, Epheser, 119 n.3; Houlden, Letters, 289, et al. 
3 8 See especially Sperber & Wilson, Relevance, 237-243. 
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efficacy of the new order' (or that human deed is seen in contrast to God's) is one 
which reads into our present text some (polemical) overtones which were foreign to 
typical Jews, and misses the whole point which the author of Ephesians was trying to 
make concerning the importance of circumcision to Jews who wished to exhibit their 
allegiance to the law and covenant ('covenantal nomism') and to reinforce their 
distinctive identity as the chosen people of God. Stated simply, the key to what the 
author of Ephesians was after is certainly to recognize that his formulation in v. 11 was 
not engendered in polemic heat,39 and the expression 'the circumcision in the flesh 
made by hands' does not by itself constitute the author's evaluation of the Jews nor a 
euphemism for idolatrous action.40 Less still does the author depict the act and fact of 
circumcision as 'artificial, as opposed to natural'.41 Rather, the expression 'the 
circumcision in the flesh made by hands' should be read in its non-opprobrious sense, 
namely, to reinforce the 'have not' of the Gentiles in their 'flesh' . This means that the 
author has formulated an expression well-calculated to represent the importance of 
circumcision to Jews who wished to display their unswerving allegiance to the law 
and the covenant made between God and Israel.42 From the perspective of the Jews 
circumcision 'made by hands' was entirely agreeable in God's eyes (e.g. Gen. 17.9-
14; Lev. 12.3, etc).4 3 The point is that the Jews have responded faithfully to the divine 
3 9 Contra Bruce, Ephesians, 293, who concludes that the author is depreciating the 'man-made external 
circumcision'. 
4 0 The following passages, therefore, are irrelevant to our present discussion: see e.g. Mark 14.58; Acts 
7.48; 17.24; Phil. 2.2-3; Col. 2. 11; Heb. 9.11,24. 
4 1 For this meaning, see e.g. Hrdt. 2.149; Thucydides, Hist. 2.77; Philo, Vit. Mos. 2.51, 88, 168; 
Josephus, Ant. 4.55. See also LSJ, s.v. 
4 2 See e.g. Jdth. 14.10; 1 Mace. 1.60-61; 2 Mace. 6.10, par. 4 Mace. 4.25; Jub. 15.25-34; cf. Acts 7.8; 
Rom. 2.25; Gal. 5.3; Phil. 3.5; Genesis R. 46.10; Exodus R. 30.12; Josephus, Ant. 20. 38-45. See further 
Dunn, Partings, 28-29. 
4 3 This particular perception probably enabled the Jews to regard the non-Jews as repulsive, see. e.g. 1 
Mace. 1.15-16; Jub. 15.25-34; 1QH 4.20-21; and perhaps, Isa. 52.1. In the Mishnah, the uncircumcision 
was regarded as a blemish, and perfection was to be attained by its removal, e.g. m. Ned. 31b. 
Uncircumcision is almost understood as a synonym for death in m. Eduyoth 5.2: 'He that separates 
himself from his uncircumcision is as one that separates himself from the grave'; see also OJR, 161. It 
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promise given to their ancestors and that their allegiance to the ancestral custom based 
on the Torah is not to be questioned. That is the kind of mood which the author of 
Ephesians wishes to transmit to his Gentile readers in vv . l lb , c. The author simply 
reiterates in unequivocal terms the noble view of the Jews regarding their own ritual 
practice. Having said that, we must also concede that the author has chosen to distance 
himself from those who polarized the human family from the Jewish side into the 
circumcision/uncircumcision divide. However, this distance, i f at all, is not suggested 
by the term xeipoTroiritoq itself which has the same negative to neutral range as the 
'flesh* (see above),44 but by the wider context, in particular by temporal markers such 
as TO) Koapcp exeivco x^P^ Xpurcot) or the noxe-vvv schema within which the 
author has located the perspective of devout Jews. 
In the second place, the traditional interpretation seeks too often to produce a 
single definition of the term in question and limit that definition to the realm or 
context of early Christians' anti-Jewish polemics.45 While we must concede that the 
term xeipoTcoifitoq often carries negative overtones in certain contexts where extreme 
polemics are more likely to be expected,46 this cannot imply that the meaning of the 
term is already 'fixed' and that it denotes that the author of Ephesians has involved 
himself in disputation or confrontation with the Jews.47 Another way of making the 
same point is that ful l weight must be given to the author's 'utterance meaning' (i.e. 
must also be said that what is highly regarded in one culture may have an opposite value for 'another'. 
That said, the presence of the foreskin is for the Greek an ideal of beauty and perfection: see esp. 
Schafer, Judeophobia, 105. 
4 4 Pace Bruce, Ephesians, 291-292; Lincoln, Ephesians, 136. 
4 5 So Lincoln, Ephesians, 136; also Bruce, Ephesians, 293; Lona, Eschatologie, 259. 
4 6 See in particular the polemical passages against idolatry and paganism in the Jewish scriptures and 
other Jewish writings: Lev 26.1; Deut. 4.28; Ps. 115.4; Isa. 19.1; 46.6; Wisd. Sol. 13.10; 14.8; 15.17; 
Jdth. 8.18; Epist Jer. 51;. Si*. Or. 3. 606, 618, 722; 4.28a; Philo, Vit. Mos 2.51, 88, 168; Josephus, 
Bellum 1.419; 1.420; 4.614; 7.176; 7.294; Ant. 4.55; 15.324. 
4 7 See e.g. Herodotus, Hist. 2.149; Strabo, Geog. 13.4.7.7; 17.1.10.15; Didorus Siculus, Bibliotheca 
Historicae 1.33.8.5; 13.82.5.3; 14.48.2.6; 15.93.4.6; 17.71.7.5; 19.97.1.7; Dioscorides Pedanius, 
5.106.2.8; Josephus, Ant. 4.55; 15.324; cf. Acts 7.48; 17.24, al. See further Simon, Christianisme, 163. 
108 
what does the author [a Jew] mean by this expression?) rather than 'sentence 
meaning' (i.e. What does this expression mean?), and the significance of his utterance 
could have for typical Jews. 
Be that as it may, the issue which the author recounts in vv. 1 lb,c is the way in 
which ethnic boundary between Jews and Gentiles could be underscored on the basis 
of an 'absence' model. That this is so because the ritual of circumcision performed in 
the Jewish 'flesh' underscores precisely the 'have not' of the Gentiles in their 'flesh'. 
The more fervently the Jews insisted upon circumcision as denoting their distinctive 
ethnic and religious identities, the more likely they would be to create a 'hard' 
boundary which distinguished themselves from the Gentiles. The point is that the 
Gentiles who did not observe the ritual bore no distinctive 'mark' of covenant identity 
in their 'flesh' and stood outside the orbit of the covenant which God had made with 
Israel. If the practice of the Jewish ritual in question puts the practitioner over the 
boundary that separates Jews from the rest of the world, then the formulations in vv. 
1 lb,c conjure up a picture of Jews and Gentiles being gathered at the boundary of 
identification and differentiation. 
In view of what is said above, it is reasonable to suppose that what has been 
called into question is not the validity of circumcision as the God-given seal of the 
covenant as such; nor does our text indicate a disapproval of the commitment of the 
Jews to live according to the demand of the law. Less still is the physical circumcision 
itself attacked by the author as the most striking symbol (apart from the Jerusalem 
temple) of the old order as such.48 Rather, the point of central importance is that the 
4 8 Contra Best, Studies, who argues that '[s]o far as circumcision goes, the author does not wish to 
emphasize it as an important part of the distinction between Jews and Gentiles; it is only a physical.(£v 
aapKt) thing, made by human hands, xeipoitoiriTO-o' (92); Dahl, 'Gentiles,' 36; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 
134; Pokorny, Epheser, 113; Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 44; Lincoln, Ephesians, 136; Lona, 
Eschatologie, 259; Patzia, 'Ephesians,' 190; Bruce, Ephesians, 293; Thomson, Chiasmus, 95. 
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more zealously the Jews emphasised their loyalty and adherence to the law, the 
covenant and the ritual of circumcision, the more firmly the boundary was erected 
between themselves and the Gentiles. That is the issue (between Jews and Gentiles) 
which the author had wished to underscore in vv. l i b , c. Is it, then, still possible for 
the author to speak about the integration of the Gentiles into the people of God (Israel) 
when the boundary-issue remains untackled? To this question we shall return in the 
course of our exegesis. 
To sum up. Undergirding the author's argument in v. 11c are two basic 
governing factors: (a) The aim of the author is to underscore a Jewish ethnological 
perception which tends to interpret humankind as being divided from one another, (b) 
For the author, the Gentiles were defined in relation to the Jews,49 By labelling the 
Gentiles as the 'uncircumcision', the Jews also proclaimed their pre-eminence over 
the rest of the world with respect to their position in the covenant God made with 
Israel. Like a landmark in space, the Gentiles are alloted a position in a Jewish 
'world' or system. Through the rule of attribution, the act and fact of circumcision 
identifies a 'place' for the 'uncircumcision' and confirms the belonging of the latter 
to a preordained class, i.e. the Gentiles as Gentiles stand outside the sphere of the 
covenant which God has established with his own choice of Israel. 
3.3 Jews, Gentiles and Covenantal Ethnocentrism (w. 12-13a) 
I f our analysis of v. 11 in the previous section is acceptable, namely that the 
issue at stake is that the ethnic and religious identity of the Jews is closely bound up 
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with their distinctive position in God's gracious covenant(s), we cannot avoid asking 
what the consequence of this self-understanding would be for the Gentiles. To put the 
same point from a different angle, the author perceived the status of the Gentiles as 
still being defined in relation to Israel, no matter how 'unresolvable' this relation, 
prima facie, might turn out to be.5 0 Also, the polarisation of Jews and Gentiles cannot 
be understood simply as a matter of nominal difference, since expressions such as 
'Gentiles in the flesh' or the 'uncircumcision' are not simple designations, but carry 
subtle connotations. On the basis that the 'seal of the covenant' has been turned into 
an overt indicator of Gentiles' ethnicity and hence their 'otherness', we can now set 
out to investigate whether our findings in v. 11 are associated with the statements 
about the Gentiles in the author's subsequent arguments in vv. 12ff. 
What I shall demonstrate below is that the author has set out to elaborate a 
self-confident Judaism which is bold enough to fence off the Gentiles on the basis of 
Jews' distinctive identity in the covenant which God made with Israel. 
3.3.1 oxi rite xcp Koupq) eKetvcp x^P^ Xpiaxofi a7ir|A,A,oxpiG>|xevoi xf|q rcoAaxeiac, 
xox> 'IapariX, (v. 12a) 
' H To begin our investigation; the following questions are most-relevant. What 
does 'the politeia of Israel' denote? What do phrases such as -alienated from: the 
politeia of Israel' denote when it was used to describe the situation of the Gentiles (v. 
4 9 From a sociological perspective, the capacity to impose one's definition upon other people implies, 
most probably, that one possesses: sufficient power and authority to do so; see especially Jenkins, 
Ethnicity, 80; Hartog, Mirror, 242. 
59 See in particular MuBner, 'Geschichtstheologie,' who argues that the epistle to the 'Ephesians' has a 
historical theology in that 'the existence of the people of Israel guarantees the concrete historicity of the 
salvation history: For the salvation came from the Jews, the remnant people...' (59). However, he;also 
concludes that the fundamental message ('Grundkerygma') of Ephesians is that 'the Gentiles, in an 
unresolvable relation to ^Israel, had their own salvation made visible and understood against the 
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12a)? Does the author wish to remind his Gentile addressees that they were separated 
from the 'r/ieocratically constituted nation' of Israel because God had restricted his 
electing purposes to the latter?51 Or that the Gentiles were estranged from Israel with 
whom they had previously been in a relationship of some kind? 5 2 Was the author's 
aim to underscore the notion that the Gentiles were somehow involved in at least 
some of this particular politeia and the other blessings of Israel, but not until the 
coming of the Messiah?53 Was he suggesting that the Gentiles who were separated 
from Christ in the past have sufferred from this alienation as their major deprivation 
for to be without Christ himself is to be deprived of any of the blessings that he 
gives, including the 'politeia of Israel'?54 Is the author speaking of the various 
religious privileges which were inherited by the Jews but from which the Gentiles, 
for some reason, had been excluded? To these questions we must now turn. 
3.3.1.1 f| TtoXixeta xov 'Iopar|X 
The name 'Israel' 5 5 may denote the people or the nation in a general sense 
(e.g. Exod. 17.1; Jdth 4.11 9.14; Add Esther E 10.13; 1 Esd. 1.32; 8.69; Philo, 
Abraham 54-57; Rom. 11.1-2). It can be used to denote the Jews as an ethnic group.56 
backcloth of Israel'. What had led to the relationship between Israel and Gentiles being 'unresolvable' 
is not successfully tackled by MuBner. 
5 1 So Lincoln, Ephesians, 137. 
5 2 Bruce, Ephesians, argues that the term (SMuiXXoipicouivoi, if translated as 'alienated' would suggest 
(wrongly) that the Gentiles has once been members of the commonwealth of Israel but had subsequently 
been separated from it (292 n. 84); Best, Studies, 94-95; idem, Ephesians2, 241. 
5 3 So Schreiner, 'Volker,* 1-31; Bruce, Ephesians, 293. 
5 4 So Patzia, 'Ephesians,' 190. 
5 5 Mufiner, Tractate, 52-108, 268-280; Dunn, Partings, 21-23, 140-162; cf. idem, TP A, 499-532; 
Harvey, True Israel, 148-266; van Buren, Jewish-Christian Reality, 116-193; Chilton & Neusner, 
Judaism, esp. ch. 4; Barth, People, passim; W. Gutbrod, "IoponV 383. 
5 6 For the socio-religious significance of 'Israel' and 'Jew', see particularly Dunn, TP A, 504-506. See 
also MuBner, Epheser, 71 who suggests that the term 'Israel' is used as a hononary title for the Jews 
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It is also used quite frequently in connection with the Jewish people's descent from 
their patriarch Jacob/Israel (e.g. Gen. 42.5; 45.21; 46.5; 50.25). As a collective term 
'Israel' provides the Jews, as the backbone of the story of their descent, their 
collective 'location' in a complex world. It explains the founding of the Jewish 
community and the rationale behind its existence.57 This story, in particular, provided 
a persuasive answer for the Jews to questions of group identification, of similarity 
and belonging: because they are descended from the same ancestor (Jacob/Israel)58 
and belonged to the place (the land God promised), they belong together.59 But most 
importantly, 'Israel' expresses the Jewish people's religious identity: that is, it 
denotes a self-understanding of the Jews in terms of election and covenant promise 
(e.g. Gen 32.28; 35.10-12; 2 Apoc. Bar. 48.20; 2 Esdr. 5.27; Jub. 15.31-32; Pss. Sol. 
8.37f.; 9.8-9; 9.16-19; 14.3; 18.2; Sib. Or. 3.193f.; 218ff.; Shemoneh 'Esreh 14).6 0 It 
is clearly evident that in our present context, the collocation of 'the uncircumcision', 
'the circumcision', the 'covenants of the promise' and 'Israel' makes it impossible to 
define 'Israel' apart from her identity as the chosen people of God, to whom Israel is 
('Der Verfasser spricht rue von den 'Juden', sondern 'von Israel', wenn auch nur in 2, 12. Er gebraucht 
also fur die Juden ihren Ehrentitel "Israel"...'); Zeitlin, 'Names,* 365-379; Kuhli, "IopotfiV here 203. 
5 7 The name 'Israel' is the most fitted to carry name for the Jews' memories of their patriarch Jacob 
(e.g. Isa. 45.4; 48.1,12,20), of Moses and the exodus, of the law-giving at Sinai, and of David king of 
Israel. It is the name for the whole people, even during the division into northern kingdom known as 
'Israel' and the southern kingdom of Judah. Thus, when Ezekiel was sent to the Judaeans exiled in 
Babylonia, he addressed the latter not as Judaeans but as the 'children of Israel', e.g. Ezek. 2.3; see 
also Luke 1.16; Acts 5.21; 7.23, 37; 9.15; 10.36; Rom. 9.27; 2 Cor. 3.7; Heb. 11.22; Rev. 2.14; 7.4; 
21.12; or, the 'house of Israel', e.g. Ezek. 3.4; cf. 8.1, 6, 7; also Matt. 10.6; 15.24; Acts 2.36; 7.42; 
Heb. 8.8. See further McCarter, 'Patriarchal Age,' here 24-25. 
5 8 E.g. Rom. 9.6; Phil. 3.5; Sir .45.5; Bar. 2.15; Jdth. 6.2. 
5 9 See e.g. Matt. 2.20* 21; Luke 7.9; Tob. 1.4; Add Est C 10.9; also Gen. 15.17-21; 17.1-8; Deut. 
6.20-25; 26.5-10. See further Mussner, Tractate, 11-13; Smith, Ethnic Origins, 24. 
6 0 Dunn, Partings, 22, 145f., 286 n. 21; cf. idem, Galatians, 344; TPA, esp. 505-506; Kuhn, 
"IapctTiV 369-72. Thus, Rom. 9.3-4; 11.1, reflecting most clearly Paul's burden over the destiny of 
'his kinsmen by race'; also, in other NT writings, 2 Cor. 11.22; John 1.47; Acts 2.22; 3.12; 5.35; 
13.16. 
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bound by a special contract or covenant.61 Fundamental to the self-understanding of 
the Jews was the conviction that God had chosen Israel and set her apart for him and 
him alone: hence the idea of Israel as the 'holy people', or the 'holy ones' (cf. v. 
19) 6 2 Whether or not 'Israel' must also be understood as synonymous with 'the 
circumcision' who is distinguished from 'the uncircumcision' or as being marked out 
from the 'Gentiles (in the flesh)' 6 3 we need not decide for the moment. The point of 
central importance is that here both 'circumcision' and 'the covenants of promise' 
serve as the most prominent indicators of Israel as God's choice and a covenanted 
people.64 Neither expression can be fully appreciated without the other. 
In his 1986 article on the usage of the designation 'Israel', 6 5 P. Tomson has 
argued that Jewish speech duality is found to operate in the NT writings as it does in 
Jewish sources: the designation 'Israel' is the inner-Jewish self designation and 
'Jews' the appellation Jews use in outside communication in a non-Jewish context, 
with a non-Jewish perspective implied. Tomson also raises the question concerning 
the usage of 'Israel' in our epistle, arguing that the appellation 'Israel' in v. 12 is 
anomalous when compared with' other Jewish writings which consistently stress the 
6 1 Contra Lincoln, Ephesians, 137 who has failed to relate Israel as God's choice to the notion of 
circumcision in v. 11. He also fails to see the way in which Israel is tightly associated with the 
covenants of the promise. 
6 2 See e.g., Exod. 19.6; Wisd. Sol. 4.15; 10.15; 12.7; 18.2, 5; Sir. 42.17; PAz 12; 2 Mace. 15.24; 1 
Esdr. 8.70; 3 Mace. 2.6; Jub. 14. 18; 33.20; Sib. Or. 4. 130-36; Josphus, Bell. 6.425. See further my 
discussion of the meaning of'the holy ones'in section 5.2.1, Chapter 5 below. 
6 3 For the notion of the Israel/nations divide, see particularly Tob. 13.3; Add. Est. C 14.5; 1 Mace. 
1.11-15; 5.63; 13.41; 2 Mace. 8.9; 3 Mace. 6.9 (lawless Gentiles); 2 Esd. 3.32; 4.23; Test. Sim. 7.2; 
Test. Jud. 22.2; Test. Benj. 3.8; Test. Asher 7.3. See also m. Ned. 3.11; m. Shab. 16.6-8; 23.4; m. 
Avodah Zarah 2.1. During the second Temple period, 'Israel' was often used as the wider, evocative 
self-appellation of the Jews, while 'Jews' is their name in the non-Jewish world to highlight their sense 
of distictiveness over against others (Dunn, Romans 9-16, 526; cf. idem, Partings, 143-144). See also 
Stern, Jewish Identity, esp.32-37,42-50; Harvey, True Israel, 258-260. 
6 4 Nicholson, Covenant, esp. ch. 10; Dunn, Partings, 23-31; Segal, Rebecca's Children, 4; Schiirer, 
HJPAJC, 2.464-466,492, 494-495,580; 3.159,199-200. 
6 5 Tomson, 'Names,' 266-289. 
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insider's perspective whenever the designation is employed.66 He concludes that in 
the approach of the author the name Israel 'evokes a dynamic of identification which 
encompasses [G]entile Christians' and 'spiritually proselytizes [G]entile Christians 
and draws them into the circle of those called by the name of Israel (Isa. 48.1)'. 6 7 
Tomson's research into the issue of Jewish speech duality as a whole is 
generally persuasive and merits appreciation,68 but his conclusion that 'not only are 
the "former [Gjentiles" (2.11) begged not to stand aloof but to see themselves in the 
inner-Jewish perspective of God's cause with Israel' as spiritual proselytes or 
spiritual Israelites misses the point. Stated simply, Tomson has failed to recognise 
that 'Israel' is more likely to tell us more about the author (a Jew) who employed the 
term 'Israel' as an inner-Jewish self designation than about the Gentiles. We would 
therefore do better i f the 'inner-Jewish speech' in v. 12a is understood as a reflection 
of the perspective of the author who perceived himself as intra parietes, within the 
walls of the Jewish people, rather than that of the Gentiles who 'were begged to see 
themselves also in the same perspective of God's cause with Israel'. The point of 
central significance is not so much that the author is hinting at what Israel would 
mean to the Gentiles as the sense of looking out from an insider's perspective is still 
strong. 
In short, there is no need to assume - at least not in our case - that the Gentile 
audience is perceived as 'insiders' when the name 'Israel' is used. The point is not so 
much that the author no longer wishes to speak of the Gentiles as being included in 
Israel, but is rather that the insular nature of Judaism (covenantal ethnocentricity) 
with which the author grapples has made this inclusion impossible unless the notion 
6 6 Tomson, 'Names,' 285-286. 
6 7 Tomson, 'Names,' 288. 
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of (God's) Israel is redefined drastically. Given the fact that the Gentiles had been 
estranged from the 'body politic of Israel' by the 'circumcision'/Jews (see my 
discussion below), it is not at all likely that the Gentiles could become part of Israel 
without becoming proselytes. As wil l become clear in vv. 14-18, the author would 
need to transpose the meaning of an exclusive, ethnic-oriented body politic of Israel 
into an inclusive community-body before he could truly speak of the Gentiles and the 
'holy ones'/Jews as being the fellow-members of a single citizen-body (v. 19). 
In our present context the phrase f| noXixeia %ox> 'Iapcxri^ (v. 12b), as it now 
stands, is more problematic, for the term noXixeia has a wide range of meaning and 
resists any simple definition. 6 9 Despite the obscurities of the meaning of the term, 7 0 it 
is almost certain that it was used widely in the ancient political philosophy of the 
city(-state).71 Moreover, it wil l prove fruitful i f we can take into account the way in 
6 8 For an assessment of Tomson's theory of 'Jewish speech duality', see esp. Harvey, True Israel, 6-8. 
6 9 See in particular Plutarch who exemplifies the various shades of meaning of the term in his De 
unius in republica Dominatione 826B-827C. The various ancient sources excerpted below are by no 
means exhaustive, and should only be taken as examples. 'Way of life': 2 Mace. 4.11; 8.17; 4 Mace. 
4.19; CIJ, no. 694 [Stobi]); 'government': Aristotle, Politics 2.1268 "40; Diodorus Siculus, 11.76.6; 
Thucydides, 1.18, 127; Polybius, 2.70.4; Plutarch, Praec. Ger. Reip. 783C; Josephus, Ant. 6.83; 'civil 
ordering' (i.e. itoXixeia autjiiytbc,): Plutarch, Lycurgus 31.3; 'state': Philodemus, On Piety 75.2165; 
Josephus, Ant. 5.186; 'affairs in the public realm': Plutarch, An Seni Respublica Gerenda sit 786B; 
791C; 793A; Solon et Publicolae 3.3; 'constitution': Demosthenes, Contra Aristogeiton 1.20; Strabo, 
Georg. 10.4.22; Polybius, Hist. 6\49.4; Plutarch, Solon 16.3.1; Josephus, Ant. 4.191; 'civic relations', 
Philodemus, On Piety 47.1334-1336; 'citizenship': Dio, Or. 41.6.2; Josephus, Ant. 12.3; Contra Ap. 
2.38-41; Acts 22.28; 'citizen rights': Philo, Leg. Gaium 157; 'political system' or 'institution': 
Demosthenes, Falsa Lagatione 184; Polybius, Histories 2.38.4; 6.46.11; 'civil polity': Philo, Iosepho 
28-29; Plutarch, Lycurgus 11.4.9) 'body politic' or 'corporate body': Philo, Leg. Gaium 193, 194; 
'league*: Polybius, 2.38.4; 2.44.5; 3 Mace. 3.21, 23. See also BAGD, s.v.; M-M, s.v.; Strathmann, 
'jt6X.tq,* esp. 519, 526,534. 
7 0 So Barclay,_7ew, 62 comments: TloXima (with its associate Xar\ JtoXueia) is an exceptionally 
slippery term, since its meaning can range from "citizenship" through "constitution" and "civic rights" 
to simply "way of life".' 
7 1 See in particular Aristotle, Politics 1268 MO; Demosthenes, Contra Aristogeiton 1.20; cf. idem, De 
Corona 222; Dio, Or. 6.43.5; Polybius, Hist. 6.47.9.4: the Karchedonian politeia; 2.38.4.3: the politeia 
of Achaians, cf. 2.44.5.1; 6.45.3.3: the Lacedaimonia politeia, cf. Aristotle, Politics 1269 »29; Strabo, 
Geog. 6.4.2.88: the Roman politeia, cf. Plutarch, Caesar 4.9.5, Dio, Or. 41.6.2; Strabo, Geog. 8.5.4.5: 
The Laconian politeia; Strabo, Geog. 8.7.1.18: the Athenians politeia, cf. Polybius, 6.44.1.2; Strabo, 
Geog. 8.5.5.18: the Lycurgus politeia; Strabo, Geog. 10.44.22.6: the politeia of the Cretans, cf. 
Polybius, 6.46.11.3, Dio, Or. 6.46.11; Aristotle, Politics 1271 b23, 24-25. See further Isocrates, 109.4; 
Posidonius, Testimonis et Fragmenta 163B 33-34; 216.3; Dionysius Halicarcassas, Ant. Rom. 
2.8.1.11-12; 2.8.3.2; 3.49.6.6; 2.14.2.4-5; 2.14.2.3; 2.24.2.3; Sulla, 8.1.7; Philopomen, 16.6.3; Cato 
Maior, 3.3.4, par. 19.5; Plutarch, Themistocles 20.4.5; Praec. Ger. 802C.1-2; Lucullus 2.4.7; Alex. 
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which the present term is wedded to the notion of the organization of the ancient city-
state in works of ancient political theorists. What is proposed in this study is that the 
phrase in v. 12b has many analogues in ancient political literature in which 'the 
politeia of X ' (= the designation of a larger political unit or citizen-body) was 
portrayed as a league/union of which different city-states or smaller political 
communities became members. The best-known political community of this kind was 
the 'Achaean league' (f| %ok\%z\a xtov 'Axocuov or f\ A X O U K T I V TCoXiteia, e.g. 
Polybius 2.38.4; 2.43.3, 35; 2.44.5; 2.57.1; Plutarch, Agesilaus 23.7.5; Aratus 9.6.3; 
Philepoemen, 16.6.3),72 which lies in a region on the North East of the 
Peloponnese.73 This is a 'federal' organisation, a body politic developed by twelve 
Achaean cities united in the cult of Zeus Hamarios (Aioq 'Ajiocpioc,, e.g. Polybius, 
2.41.6-13, cf. 2.39.6; Herodotus, 1.145-146; Pausanias 7) . 7 4 Constituent city-states 
were bound to the 'league' by avfinoXxxzia. (broadly conceived),75 which involved 
basically civic rights, protection, and potential citizenship.76 Individual city-states of 
Magn. Fort. 332C.1-2; Josephus, Ant. 6.83, et al. See further Jaeger, Paideia, who concludes that 'the 
polis is the social framework of the whole history of Greek culture' (1.78); Fowler, City-States, 22-56; 
Meeks, Christian Morality, esp. 37-S9; MuBner, Epheser, 71; Schlier, Epheser, 120; Pokorny\ 
Epheser, 114; Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 45. 
7 2 See in particular Rhodes, City States, esp. § 39.m-p; cf. idem, §35 [On Hegemonic Leagues]; idem, 
'Poleis,' 175-177; Sakellariou, Polis-State, passim; O'Neil, 'Leagues,' here 43; OCD, 4-5, 31-32, 391, 
441-442. -
7 3 Various terms were used to describe the Achaean League. The following examples are excerpted 
from Polybius's Hist.: 6 xffiv 'A%cufi)v rcoX.iTE'un.a (2.46.4); 5T|UOKpcma (2.44.6); o~bvo8cx; 
(2.54.14), etal. 
7 4 The Achaean league broke up at the end of the fourth century B C E , but it was revived in 281/0 B C E 
and began to acquire members from outside the region of Achaea in 251/0 BCE, cf. Xenophon, 
Hellenica 4.6.1. See further Rhodes, 'Poleis,' 175-176; Larsen & Rhodes, 'Federal States,' 591-592. 
7 5 This best explains why the Achaean league was also known as i\ 'A%ai&\> av/moXxxzia.: see e.g. 
Polybius, 3.5.6.3; 20.6.7.4, par. Diodorus Siculus, Bib. Hist. 29.18.1.7; cf. Polybius, Histories, 
2.41.13; 2.44.5; 3.5.6; 18.2.4; 18.2.6; 20.6.7. Cf. [Aristotle], Rhet. Alex. 2.1424 b28-40. The basic 
notion of aw/fltoXiteta is that two or more states are merged into one, and that an individual city-state 
did not bestow its citizenship on another, but took on a new citizenship belonging to a group. See also 
Plutarch, Isi. et Osir 370B.5 (Ivo piov Kod uiav noXixe'iav ctvepcbjieov KOCI 6\ioyXcoaasv fot&vrcDv 
yevfc KTX.); Dionysius Halicarnassas, Ant. Rom. 4.58.3.7 (T| "Pronaioav iaoTCoA-vteia); Philo, Spec. Leg. 
4. 159.2-3. 
7 6 This is not to deny that individual city-states of the league-body had lost their local autonomy or 
political life of their own: see in particular Rhodes, 'Poleis,' 176; Larsen, Federal States, xv, 203; 
Larsen & Rhodes, 'Sympoliteia,' in OCD 1460-1461. 
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this league usually retained local autonomy, and had an active political life of then-
own. The Greek historian Polybius recounted that in his time (2nd c. BCE) the whole 
Peloponnese united with the Achaean League, used the same laws, weights and 
measures, and coinage, elected common officers and had a common council and 
judges (Hist. 2.37.10-11).77 The purpose of the Achaean TCOA-ITEIOC was mainly to 
consolidate participating member-states within one larger body, to prevent each 
constituting member-state from disintegration (fi K O I V T I 6u.6vota) and to take 
collective action against outside threats which contravened its terms when necessary 
(e.g. against the threats from Persians or the Macedonians.78 It should come as no 
surprise that such league-body also provided the member-states (tribal units or city-
state units) with a familiar topos: 'them' and 'us' (cf. Polybius, Hist. 2.37.11).79 In 
short, the 7toX,ixeia can be seen as 'a community of communities'.80 
Although it is beyond the scope of our present study to discuss the social or 
legal status of the Jews in the diaspora and elsewhere, it may be sufficient to note that 
the Jews in the Graeco-Roman diaspora did form their own 'body politic' or 
association.81 Jewish writers during the Hellenistic period have also extended the 
7 7 On the subject of the Achaean council and assembly, see in particular Wallbank, Polybius, esp. 406-
414; Rhodes, 'Poleis,' 176; cf. idem, City States, § 39.q-v. 
7 8 It is generally recognised that classical Greece was bedevilled by tension between impulses to unity 
and impulses to separation: see e.g. Rhodes, 'Poleis,' 161; Manville, Citizenship, 214-215. See further 
Polybius, Hist. 2.38.5-9; 2.40.5-6; 3.41.10-15; 2.42.3-7; 2.43.8. 
7 9 There are other less well known political 'leagues' of similar nature during the classical period: see 
e.g. the Boeotian Confederacy (Thucydides, 4.76); the Aetolian League (Polybius, 18.2.6.5); the 
Arcadian League (Polybius, 18.2.6.5); and the Corinth League (Plutarch, Phocion 16.4.1). See further 
Larsen, Federal States, esp. 80-89, 215-240. 
8 0 See especially Giovannini,'Commonwealth,'here 274. 
8 1 The consensus so far is that the Jews have organised themsleves in some forms of a society, 
association, league, fraternity or body politic: see e.g. LUderitz, 'Politeuma,' esp. 187-189, 202-204 
and 221-222. Liideritz concludes that the term politeuma carries no fixed legal meaning that would 
distinguish it from other private associations or require civic approval for its existence or operation. 
Zuckerman, 'Politeuma,' 171-185. Zuckerman, who objects to an earlier theory of Kasher that the 
Jews in Egypt, and actually all over the Hellenistic Disapora, rejecting integration into Greek civic 
bodies, chose instead to fight for equal rights for their own 'independent political units,' the 
politeumata (Kasher, Struggle), concludes however: 'Thus when we insist upon the fact that the Jews 
of Alexandria were not politai of their own independent politeuma, it is not to deny the well known 
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common political metaphor of 'body politic' in ancient political philosophy to the 
Jewish community much as did other Greek writers whom we mentioned earlier. 
Philo, for example, has perceived the politeia of the Jews as being based on an 
ethnos, or better known as the 'corporate body of the Jews' (fj 7ro\tteia 'Iot)5ai(ov) 
Legatio, 193, 194; Virt. 108, 219).82 Conversion to Judaism, according to Philo, 
entailed inherently three basic elements: the practice of Jewish laws; exclusive 
devotion to the (one) God of the Jews; and integration of proselytes into the Jewish 
community or politeia (Virt. 102-108, 212, 216, 219; Spec. Leg. 1.51-52; 4. 178; cf. 
Jdth. 14.10; Tacitus, Hist. 5.5.2).83 We must also add that Philo may well have 
understood r\ icoXiteia 'Iou5ai(Dv - like other Greek writers - as referring not to a 
parochial (or local) body within a small city-unit but a community-body in an 
'interjudaic' sense, namely the Jewish politeia in its quality as specifically 'a 
community of (Jewish) communities' or a homogeneous body of the people of God. 
This ethnically-based community-body is bound together by a network of ties of 
kinship and other moral obligations.84 Jf we understand Philo correctly, this particular 
notion of the politeia has a significant bearing upon the way in which our passage in 
v. 12b is to be interpreted. J^ ut before we return to mis subject, we may need to add at 
this point a final piece of evidence from 4 Maccabees, where the author speaks of the 
evidence concerning their communal institution and the limited autonomy they enjoyed' (172). Levine, 
Caesarea, concludes: 'As in other cities of the Roman Empire, the Jews of Caesarea were probably 
organized into a politeuma, a quasi-autonomous civic community similar to Greek municipal 
organizations' (23). Alexander, 'Galen,' here 79-80 opines that the Jewish group had a semi-
autonomous existence alongside the citizen body of the community. Cf. Smallwood, Jews, esp. 356-
388; Bickermann, Jews, 87-90; Rajak, 'Charter,' 107-123; idem, 'Community,' 9-28; Feldman, 
'Groups,' 247-262; idem, Jew, 63-65; Troiani, 7IOATTEIA,' here 12; Schurer, HJPAJC, 3.1.87-125, 
esp. 88-89, 126-137. Trebilco, Communities, provides a convenient summary of the evidence. 
8 2 We may also include Philo, Spec. Leg. 1.314, where Philo speaks of the Jewish community as a 
'godly community': 'We who are born in a godly community and nurtured under the laws to incite 
every virtue...' (oi Y E V V T I G E V T C I ; ev rtoXweta <piXo6eq> K<xi evrpoKpEvcei; v6|xoiq E J I I icSaav Apernv 
aXeiq>oT)Oi KXX., my own translation); cf. idem, Spec. Leg 1.51. 
8 3 This point is well argued in Cohen, 'Boundary,' esp. 26-28. 
8 4 See further my discussion of v. 15 in Chapter 4 below. 
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Jewish martyrs who died because the attempt of the 'tyrant' Antiochus IV to destroy 
the 'politeia of the Hebrews' (r\ 'EPpodcov noXixeia, 17.9). In a recent study, van 
Henten argued that 'the phrases and a related context of the abolition of a political 
system by a tyrant appear in pagan non-literary sources' and concludes that the 
'epitaph' in 4 Maccabees is analogous to those of liberators of the poleis from 
tyranny.85 However, it is more likely that the 'politeia of the Hebrews' refers not so 
much to a constitution as to a Jewish community now embodied in the Jewish 
martyrs (cf. 4 Mace. 3.20).86 The Jewish martyrs, who regulated their way of life 
according to the Law (3.19, 23; 5.16; 8.7; 18.5; 2 Mace. 6.1, 11;11.25; 3 Mace. 3.4) 
and whose mood is more one of defiance and defensiveness than of cultural 
convergence,87 had reacted against the 'tyrant' who attempted to destroy the 
distinctiveness of their community (KoctaA/OGO, cf. 4.11; 8.9, 19; 11.4; 8.8; 18.20). 
The archaic term 'Hebrews' is used here not simply to evoke the memory of the 
Jewish people of their remote past (cf. 4.11; 8.2; 9.6, 18), but also to emphasize the 
otherness of Jews in confrontation with the non-Jews embodied in the 'tyrant'. 
In view of what was discussed above, it is safe to say that when the author of 
Ephesians employed the expression f| jco^iTela xoft 'Iapar|A., he probably was 
extending a common political vocabulary in ancient political philosophy, by referring 
to Israel as a 'community of communities' which is formed on the basis of the self-
understanding of the Jews as being chosen by God, as descendants of the patriarch 
(Jacob/Israel) through whom God's election and promise came.88 This is a 'body 
8 5 van Henten,'4 Mace 17: 8-10,'here 64 and 66. 
8 6 Pace Hadas, 3-4 Maccabees, 234-235, who translataes f) 'EPpaioav noXueta as 'the polity of the 
Hebrews'; also NRSV, 'the way of the life of the Hebrews'; van Henten, '4 Mace 17: 8-10,' here 64-
65. 
8 7 Barclay, Jews, 369. 
8 8 Pace Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 135 who concludes that the author has spoken about the civic right of 
Israel ('...da bei noXixeia nicht an das Israel verliehene Burgerrecht oder an eine bestimmte 
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politic' which is based on a particular ethnos. Members of the body politic were 
probably bound together by a 'network of ties of kinship (i.e. the descendants of 
Abraham/Israel), covenants, the belief in the one God upon whom the Jews had laid 
their hope and other moral obligations based on the 'law'. These social relations were 
a particularity of the Jewish 7ioA,it£ia just as the relations of patron-client 
relationships were a particularity of the Graeco-Roman world. 
To sum up. In our present context, the expression f( noXxxeia iox> 'IapafjX, 
can be best understood as Israel in which the 'circumcision'/Jews have coalesced to 
develop into a kind of 'league' or 'alliance' on the basis of an ethnosP This is a body 
politic which goes beyond any community in a specific locality (such as the Jewish 
synagogue). Indeed, it will be quite impossible to speak of the body politic of Israel 
or the community of God's choice in any parochial sense.90 
3.3.1.2 Jews, Gentiles and Ethnic Estrangement 
The conclusion we have' reached in the foregoing gives rise to a pressing 
question: oan the Gentiles be included in the 'body politic of Israel' whose 
Lebensfiihrung, sondern an eine civitas zu denken ist'); also Lincoln, Ephesians, 137 who is of the 
opinion that 'Israel is being viewed as a theocratically constituted nation'. 
8 9 Cf. Schlier, Epheser, 120; Robinson, Ephesians, 57; Dahl, Auslegung, 33-34; MuBner, Epheser, 77. 
9 0 This probably explains why the author has not chosen designations such as 'the body politic of the 
Jews', or 'the .body politic of the Hebrews'. The designations above have very strong geographical 
connotations, whereas the 'body politic of Israel' underscores the electedness of the Jews. See further 
Cohen, 'IOYAAIOE,' esp. 36. Cohen concludes that 'Jews' always has an ethnic-geographic meaning 
of 'Judaean by birth'; Dunn, TPA, 505-506. Hengel, 'Jesus,' esp. 169 and n. 99 and 102, suggests that 
the term 'Hebrew' would indicate the diaspora Jews who came from Palestine or who had special ties 
with their homeland. See also van der Horst, Epitaphs, esp. 68-71 and 87 who concludes that the word 
'Hebrew' was used in combination with 'synagogue' (e.g. aDvayooYfi "Eppaioov) to distinguish a 
Jewish community from other religious or ethnic groups; Smith, 'Fences,' 19, concludes that the term 
'Hebrew' indicates a Jew whose place of birth was in Syro-Palestine. See also van Henten, '4 Mace 
17: 8-10,' here 52-53, who suggests that the usage of the designation 'Hebrew' is connected with 
notions of the exclusiveness of the Jewish people, such as its long history, its own law and wisdom and 
its covenant with the Lord. Goodman, 'Jewish Proselytizing,' 53-78, concludes that the Jews, who 
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connecting bond is the self-understanding of its members as Israeli To this question 
we must now turn. 
The exegetical consensus portrait in the past has been that v. 12 is resumptive 
of v. 11 via oxi recitativum.91 While there are good grounds for this, the suggestion 
that here the train of thought interrupted by the lengthy way of describing the Gentile 
recipients should now be resumed by the insertion of the verb of v. 11 (i.e. 
[ixvimovetexe] O T I T\TE TO) Kccipcp eicetvcp x m P ^ Xpxaxov KXX.) should not be 
pressed. It is also inapropriate to speak of w . 11 and 12 as forming parallel structures 
in a strict sense, despite the fact that these verses are closely associated with one 
another. The figure of repetition (gemination) which is not so clear to commentators 
was clear enough to the author of Ephesians.92 It is more likely that the author has 
made a substantial break halfway through his argument in v. 11c (oi X-syonevoi 
ocKpoPucraa... xeipo7coir|i:o,u) in order to particularise what is truly meant for his 
recipients to be categorised as 'Gentiles in the flesh', and therefore finds it necessary 
to resume as well as to elaborate his argument in v. 12 by introducing another 
statement about the Gentiles which is closely associated with the Jews.93 The two 
were like the Romans and different from the Greeks, accepted the notion that their politeia was not 
fixed to any particular locality (61). 
9 1 Lincoln, Ephesians, 124, 136 argues rightly that the 8 T I in v. 12 takes up again the cm in v. 11, but 
also suggests that 'the verb [sc. nvrmovetieTe] from v. 11 has been repeated in line with the writer's 
resumption of the thought with which the pericope begins' (italics mine); cf. Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 
44; Bruce, Ephesians, 292; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 108; Bratcher & Nida, Ephesians, 50. Schlier, 
Epheser, writes: 'Mit Wiederaufhahme des 8ti und Ersatz des ncnk durch daB tcp tccupcp &Keivco heiBt 
es V. 12: Bedenkt, daB ihr jener Zeit ohne Christus waret' (120). Modern translations such as NRSV, 
NEB also assume that the verb in v. 11 is to be 'repeated' in v. 12a. For the usage of the conjunction 
8 T I , see especially Mould, Idiom, 147; Zerwick, BG, NUM 416-422; BDF, §456. 
9 2 The suggestion that the main verb of v. 11a should be inserted in v. 12a is unnecesary: see e.g. 4.11 
(icai awrcx; 28COK£V lobe, uiv &7coaT6A.o-oc„ xohq 8k npoyiyzac,, -roix; 8k coaYYeX-iatcii;, TOTX; 8k 
7ioiu£va<; KOCI SiSaoK&X.oix; K T A . . ) ; cf. 6.11; 1 Cor. 8.4 (oi5ot|i.ev on... KCCI 8 T I K T X . . ) ; 1 Cor. 10. 19-20 
( O T I . . . $ oti... aXX* 8rx KI%.); 1 Cor. 15.3-5 (8xi... xg& oxi... icai cm... Km 8-u KXX.); cf. Luke 4.10-11; 
Acts 19.25-26. 
9 3 Pace Barth, Ephesians, 255-256, who argues that the Greek conjunction cm in v. 12 should be 
translated as 'because' and that v. 12 may not be a simple parallel or continuation of vs. 11, but rather 
a parenthesis interrupting (though supporting) the thought expressed in vv. 11 and 13. 
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ftxi-clauses in vv. l i b and 12a are inextricably bound with each other, constituting 
the content of memory: that is, the Gentiles' unjewishness. 
What, then, is the author's informative intention in v. 12? The old consensus 
was that the Messiah of Israel had no significance for the Gentiles who did not share 
the hope of Israel and did not know the God of Israel.94 Lincoln has gone so far as to 
suggest that 'it would be a striking thought for Gentiles to have to entertain that 
having been apart from Christ can be set in parallel to having been separated from 
Israel.'95 
The 'striking thought' mentioned above, is due in part to the obscurities of the 
syntax of v. 12a, which most commentators have overlooked.96 These obscurities 
have left several issues tantalisingly unclear. Does the author truly consider the 
Messiah as part of Israel's prerogatives? Is he speaking of the theology of history 
('Geschichtstheologie'), or is Israel perceived simply as a foil to the Gentiles 
whenever it is mentioned? Can we still talk about the Gentiles vis-a-vis the Jews with 
respect to God's salvation plan at all, or have the latter simply faded to the remote 
past and hence are of no account at all? These questions show that a fresh look at 
these old issues is necessary. 
9 4 So MuBner, Tractate, 25, writes: 'Israel possesses the hope of the Messiah'; cf. idem, Epheser, 70 
('Die Heiden waren "ohne Messias", ohne den verheiBenen Heilsbringer...'); cf. idem, Christus, 77; 
Schlier, Epheser, 120; Rese, 'Church,' 26; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 135; Lona, Eschatologie, 260-261; 
Bruce, Ephesians, 294. Patzia, 'Ephesians,' writes: 'In the past (at that time) the Gentiles were 
separated from Christ. In one sense, this was their major deprivation, for to be without Christ is to be 
deprived of any of the blessings that he gives' (190); cf. Best, Ephesians2, 241. 
9 5 Lincoln, Ephesians, 136. Lincoln does not however see Eph. 2.11-12 as a discussion of the place of 
the Gentiles in the history of salvation (cf. idem,'Church,'608-609). 
9 6 Both U B S 4 and N A 2 7 insert a comma after the genitive noun XpunoO (on f^e -rip Kcupcp eKEivcp 
%copi<; Xpiatoti, 6wniM.OTpu»u£voi K T X ) . This reading is followed by most commentators: see e.g. 
Schlier, Epheser, 118; Tachau, Einst, 137; MuBner, Epheser, 68; Lona, Eschatologie, 259-260; 
Lindemann, Aufhebung, 148; cf. idem, Epheserbrief, 42, 44; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 132; Bouttier, 
Ephisiens, 108,112; Lincoln, Ephesians, 136; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 108; Bruce, Ephesians, 292, 
293-294; Patzia, 'Ephesians,' 190; Pfammatter, Epheserbrief, 22; Best, Ephesians, 234, 240-241, et al. 
The one exception is Porter, Verbal Aspect, 470, who takes v. 12a to be a periphrastic construction: 
'that in that time apart from Christ you were in a state of alienation from the citizenship of Israel'. 
Independently of Porter I have developed my own interpretation. 
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My contention is that these obscurities can be mitigated if we adopt an 
alternative rendering of v. 12a, in which the auxiliary verb ryze is combined with the 
participial verb a7cr|A.A.OTpicou.£voi to form an 'expressive' periphrasis.97 The 
formulation of a periphrasis is dependent upon the syntactical relations between the 
auxiliary verb and the participial verb, but not upon the number of intervening, non-
verbal elements between them.98 Different from the non-periphrastic rendering is that 
the phrase 'at that time without/apart from Christ' (x& Kcupa) eKeivtp x^P^ 
Xpiaxov) completes or modifies the perfect participle a7cnXA.oTpioou.evoi rather than 
the auxiliary verb, and serves as a temporal-marker indicating when estrangement has 
actually taken place. The periphrastic rendering thus provides a sense which a simple 
(or 'monolectic') verb does not usually possess and changes inevitably the semantic 
landscape of w . 12a,b: it helps to lay bare what had happened (to humankind) when 
the Gentiles had no positive connections with Christ ('without Christ').99 Another 
way of saying the same point is that the author (a Christian Jew) does not specify the 
particular relationship between the Gentiles and Christ (e.g. 'You were without the 
hope of the Messiah' - ScWier/MuBner, Gnilka, Best, et at) but only indicates the 
lack of relationship or involvement between the two: 'That you were in a state of 
being alienated from the body politic of Israel (at that time without Christ) and aliens 
to the covenants of the promise.' In favour of this rendering, it is no longer necessary 
for us to emphasize, as most commentators have done, the parallelism between the 
9 7 See in particular Aerts, Periphrastica, 3; Porter, Verbal Aspects, 441-492, esp. 470; cf. idem, Idioms, 
45-49; Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 309-311, 318-322; McKay, Syntax, 8-12; Zerwick, BG, NUM 360-362; 
Boyer, 'Participle,' here 171-173; Moule, Idiom, 16-19; BDF §352. 
9 8 See e.g. Luke 1.21; 2.8; 2 Cor. 5.19; also Mark 1.13; 10.22; Luke 2.8, 26; 15.1; 21.37; 23.8, 19; 
John 12.2, 16; Acts 8.16; 9.9, 28; 10.30; 11.5; 12.5; 16.9; 19.36; Rom. 13.6; 1 Cor. 1.10; 2 Cor. 2.17; 
Col. 2.10. 
9 9 With genitive of the person x^pi? means 'without, separate from': see e.g. Rom. 10.14; 1 Cor. 4.8; 
11.11; Heb. 11.40; John 1.3; 15.5; 1 Esdr. 4.17; 5.41; Arist. 123. See further Louw & Nida, 89.120; 
BAGD, s.v., 2a; Bauer, 'xwpiq,' 492-293; LSJ, s.v.; BDF §216.2. 
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Gentiles' being 'apart from Christ' (or Israel's Messiah) and their being 'alienated 
from the body politic of Israel' or other God-given blessings.100 
Of greater importance for us is the fact that the periphrastic rendering also 
enables us to ask thorny question missed by most commentators: that is, if the 
Gentiles 'were estranged from the body politic of Israel at that time without Christ', 
who was the likeliest agent of alienation? Was it ethnic discord which has become 
the author's major concern? To these questions we must now turn our attention. 
Part of our answer depends largely on the way in which the term 
arcriAAoTpicouivoi is understood in our present context. Used in its active sense the 
term d7ir|A.XoTpi6co normally carries overtones of dislike, denoting a hostile attitude, 
'to cause to feel an aversion,' 'to cause to become estranged,' or 'to abandon or to 
dispose of' . 1 0 1 The negative overtones of the term should be retained in the passive 
form of the verb (e.g. Ps. 68.9; Ezek. 14.5, 7; 3 Mace. 1.3; Josephus, Ant. 11.148; 
13.303; Polybius, Hist. 1.79.6; 1.82.7; Strabo, Geog. 5.3.11.38; Diodorus Siculus, 
Bib. Hist. 11.48.6.4).102 The perfect tense of the verb may well suggest the continuing 
effect of estrangement that had/been inflicted on the Gentiles. Given the fact that 
a7rn.XXoTpiei>u.evoi is also collocated with Xey6^evoi of v. 1 lb (both verbs in passive 
voice), we have good reason to suppose that the connection between these verbs is 
1 0 0 Pace Lincoln, Ephesians, 136-137; Tachau, Einst, 137 ('einst keine Juden - jetzt in Christus'); cf. 
Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 44. There are four other less feasible options which can be dismissed 
outright: (1) the Gentiles were 'without Christ' before their baptism (e.g. Pokorn^, Epheser, 114); (2) 
for Gentiles to be 'without Christ' means that Christ was present with Israel in his pre-incarnate state 
(e.g. Schlier, Epheser, 120; Rese, 'Vorziige,' 219; Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 256; ); and (3) Christ was 
present with Israel in that he lived and died in historical Israel (e.g. Merklein, Christus, 18); (4) the 
Messiah for whom Israel hoped (e.g. Mufiner, Epheser, 70-71; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 134; Lona, 
Eschatologie, 260; Bruce, Ephesians, 293-294; Patzia, 'Ephesians,' 190; Pfammatter, Epheserbrief, 22; 
Faust, Pax, 89,110; Best, Ephesians2, 240-241). 
1 0 1 See e.g. Jer. 19.4; Sir. 11.34; 1 Mace. 11.12; Josephus, Ant. 4.3; also Aeschines, 2.194; Aristotle, 
Rhetorica, 1.5.1361 a22. See further Rengstorf, Concordance, s.v.; Biichsel, 'SLXXOC,,' 265-266. 
1 0 2 Pace Troiani, 'IIOAITEIA,' who reads the verb fcrniXXo-tpuouivoi as having a reflexive 
significance, suggesting that it 'might preferably be used to indicate the abandoning of the precepts of 
the fathers'(19). 
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very close and that each has reference to the 'circumcision', i.e. the Jews who 
nicknamed the Gentiles the 'uncircumcision' were also the agent of estrangement 
(vv. l i b , 12a). Thus, the point at issue in v. 12a is not the Gentiles' existence as 
being separated from the 'theocratically constituted nation' prior to their 
conversion;103 nor that the Gentiles as Gentiles did not know the Jewish tradition and 
therefore had no fellowship with the Jews.104 Still less was the author referring to the 
Gentiles as being estranged from God.105 Rather, it is human attitude and hostility, in 
particular it is the alienation between two ethnic groups prior to their reconciliation 
that is in view: that is, the Gentiles were put in a position in which they had no share 
in the body politic of Israel by the 'circumcision'/Jew. The issue at stake is that the 
Israel (of God) had in the perception of the Jews become an exclusive, ethnic based 
'body politic' or community from which the Gentiles as Gentiles are excluded. Israel 
as God's elect has been turned into an ethnic community according to their status as 
the 'circumcision'. Presumably the act and fact of circumcision has become one of 
the most important, if not the most important determining factor of a person's status 
in the 'body politic of Israel'. Ip which case, certain (not all) Jews have shifted the 
focus of the covenant which God established with Israel by asserting that the seal of 
the covenant is a tool that sustains the ethnic and religious identity of the Jews as 
1 0 3 Contra Lincoln, Ephesians, 137. Best, Ephesians1, 92. Best's gratuitous comment is that our letter 
contains no sign of tension between Jews and Gentiles, and it is unlikely that there were strains 
between these two groups; cf. idem, Ephesians2, 241, where Best argues that 'if Gentiles are in a state 
of exclusion from Israel... this does not imply that they were once included and then expelled or that 
they separated themselves; it was God who separated Jews and Gentiles through his choice of 
Abraham...' (241). Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 109, fails to take into account the ethnic factor that led 
to the alienation of Jew and Gentile. 
1 0 4 Contra Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 45: '... daB die Heiden die jiidische Tradition nicht kannten -
kurz, daB sie keine Juden waren und Juden mit ihnen keine Gemeinschaft hatten.' See also MuBner, 
who writes: 'Wer das Biirgerrecht im Gemeinwesen Israel besitzt, gehbrt dem VerheiBungsvolk, steht 
im VerheiBungszusammenhang' (Epheser,l\). 
1 0 5 Contra Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 135. For the usage of the same verb in connection with human 
relationship to God: see e.g. 4.18 and Col. 1.21. 
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God's choice (= Israel).106 It is not difficult to imagine how the self-understanding of 
the Jews also sanctioned and rationalized their exclusive attitude towards the 
Gentiles. Since the notions of Israel, circumcision and covenant are inextricably 
linked, each is inconceivable without the other, it is reasonable to suppose that the 
self-definition of the Jews in a particularistic or ethnic sense would give rise, 
inevitably, to injurious social consequences such as ethnic discord. The question is: 
can the self-understanding of the Jews as mentioned above truly reflect what God had 
originally planned for his own people, Israel (cf. 1.4; 3.5-6, 8-9)? 
Before we sum up our findings, we may add that the idea of Jesus as the 
Messiah (i. e. 'the anointed one') is not argued but taken-for-granted by the author. 
Probably the idea has already become a well accepted norm among the readers and a 
key expression of faith by the time Ephesians was written.107 
1 0 6 Pace Bruce, Ephesians, 292 n. 84. Bruce argues that the verb dcjtn.M.O'tpiCDuivot, if it is translated 
as having the sense of 'alienated', might suggest (wrongly) that the Gentiles had once been members of 
the 7toA.iTe'ia xoQ 'IapafiA. but had subsequently been separated from it; Best, Studies, 94-95. However, 
if we regard the alienation which is recounted in v. 12 as abnormal, a perversion of what God- had 
originally planned for his people (see 1.3ff.), the verb may well have conveyed precisely the meaning 
intended by the author, namely that the Jews' judgement over Gentiles' eligibility on an ethnic basis has 
resulted in the Gentiles being alienated'from God's Israel - this cannot be seen as God's original plan 
for his Israel. See mydiscussion of v. 19 in Chapter 5, section 5.2. 
1 0 7 In our epistle, Christ is hailed as the (risen) Lord Jesus Christ (e.g. 1.2; 6.23); or, 'our Lord Jesus 
Christ' (1.3, 17; 5.20; 6.24; cV 3.11). There is also little doubt that the author of Ephesians has 
conflated in a few phrases the proper name [i.e. a way of referring to Jesus] and the title of Jesus [i.e. 
the Christ] quite freely in his formulations (e.g: 2.13). Of course, the titular usage in the second half of 
v. 13 can also be understood as an anaphora, i.e. the [previously referred to] Christ [Jesus]. In either 
case, Jesus (a Jew) is confirmed as the (Jewish) Messiah. The use of the Christ title is very common in 
our epistle: The full titular usage, i.e. 'the Christ Jesus' is less common, occurring only twice (3.1 '•, 11), 
but the more abbreviated designation 'the Christ' is very common, especially in the paraenetic section 
of the epistle (where it occurs 21 times): e.g. 1.10, 12, 20; 2.5; 2.13; 3.1, 4, 8, 11, 17, 19; 4.7, 20; 5.2, 
i5, 14, 23, 24, 25, 29; 6.5. One may argue that some of these occurrences can be explained in terms of 
anaphoras, but closer examination shows that the following instances can almost certainly be seen as the 
title of Jesus: 2.5; 3.1, 8, 11, 17; 4.7, 20; 5.2, 5, 14; 6.5. Contextual exegesis may help us to decide to 
what degree the idea of the messiahship of Jesus is found in a particular passage in our epistle. For the 
usage of 'Christ Jesus' as a proper name, see especially 1.1, 3; 2.6; 7; 10, 13; 3:6j 21; 5.32. In short, 
there is no need for us: to enter into debates about the Christ title as reflecting early usage and the proper 
name as late, since a clear-cut distinction is not apparent - at least not in our epistle. Both the Christ title 
and the proper name of Jesus are simply taken for granted, not argued by the author. In passing, I have 
excluded instances such as those found in 4.12 and 4:13 in our discussion, since the syntactical structure 
of these passages can be explained otherwise (e.g. in terms of Apollonius' Canon, which states that two 
syntactically joined nouns are!both either articular or both anarthrous). See further Dunn, Colossians & 
Philemon, who concludes that 'the fundamentally Jewish character of this Jesus (a Jew) and of the 
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Our analysis of v. 12a can be summarized as follows. 
(a) The 'body politic of Israel' denotes a corporate body of the Jews. It was 
not fixed to any particular locality - say, in the single polis or synagogue - but 'a 
community of communities' which bound together as an alliance/league the Jews (in 
Western Asia Minor?) who perceived themselves as belonging to a common 
ancestor, i.e. Jacob/Israel. Given the fact that the author has wedded 'the 
circumcision' to the notion of this body politic of the elect, it is not unreasonable to 
conclude that members of this body politic probably had a very high view about 
circumcision, and that those involved in this community also kept up the practice 
according to the Law. Indeed circumcision is necessary for membership in this body 
politic of the elect, and persistence in it indicates who were the real members politai. 
The notion of the 'body politic of Israel' must have created a profound sense of 
belonging among Jews who were alike in maintaining their 'ancestral traditions' (i.e. 
rcap&Soau;, see e.g. Josephus, Ant. 13.297; 13.409; Philo, Spec. Leg. 4.150) and 
undergirding their solidarity and social self-definition. 
(b) The 'body politic of Israel', however, was ethnocentric and exclusivistic: 
the Gentiles who lacked th^ 'mark' of the elect in their 'flesh' were excluded from it 
by the Jews, though this is mentioned by the author in no more than periphrastic 
terms (cf. vv. l i b , 12a). The Jews who made circumcision a sine qua non for their 
legitimation in this 'body politic' have also shifted the focus of the covenant which 
God established with Israel. They have made the seal of the covenant a tool which 
sustains their distinctive ethnically-based corporate body. The informative intention 
message about him (Jewish Messiah) was one of the most basic axioms and presuppositions of the new 
movement...' (45); cf. idem, Unity, 41-45. Juel, Messianic Exegesis, 175, 177 who contends that the 
confession of Jesus as Messiah is the pressuposition for NT christology but not its content; Dahl, 
Christ, esp. 17, 20-21, and n. 23; Best, Ephesians1, 241. 
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of the author was to signify the social distance between Jews and Gentiles: the 
Gentiles as Gentiles stood outside the community of 'Israel' (= Jews). 
(c) What is much more difficult to determine from our present text is whether 
the alienation of Jews and Gentiles was also triggerd by factors other than the desire 
of the Jews to exclude the Gentiles from the body politic of the elect. However, what 
our text has sufficiently revealed is that the alienation was closely related to the Jews' 
insistence on maintaining their ethnic and religious identity as distinct from the 
Gentiles. In either case, the consequence will be the same: the two ethnic groups 
were alienated from one another. 
(d) The author of Ephesians may well have perceived himself as intra 
parietes, one who is within the walls of Israel, as he described the body politic of 
Israel. But for him 'Israel' too has been turned into a powerfully exclusive expression 
understood by typical Jews as confined to ethnic Jews on the basis of their status as 
the elect of God. 
3.3.2 K C C I %z\o\ xtov 8ia0Ti^Kd)v xfjq ercayyeAaac, (v. 12b) 
The argument in the first half of v. 12 is by no means complete. The 
connective K O U probably serves to coordinate two closely associated ideas,108 with 
our present phrase in v. 12b 'and aliens to the covenants of the promise' functioning 
1 0 8 The collocations, noXiTeta and ijbioi, suggests that the two terms are unequivocally political terms: 
see e.g. Aristotle, Nic. Ethics 1123 a3; idem, Politics, 1275 b37; 1277 b39; 1300 b31; 1303 a38; 1324 
a15; Herodians, 8.2.9; 1 Mace. 2.7; 3. 36,45; 1 Esdr. 8.83; Wisd. Sol. 19.14-15; Josephus, Ant. 11.159; 
Vita 372; St&ilin, '^evoq,' 11-14. See also my discussion on Eph. 2.19 in Chapter 5, below. The usage 
of the connective KCU can either be epexegetical or consecutive; see esp. Merklein, Christus, 18. 
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as a supplement to or a further determination of the earlier clause in v. 12a.109 The 
difference between the 'uncircumcision' and the 'aliens' is extremely slight, as both 
can be taken as external designation of the identity of the 'outsiders' from the 
perspective of the Jews.110 The 'othernesss' of the Gentiles is reinforced in 
dismissive terms. The use of the plural 'covenants' is very unusual. Traditionally this 
has been taken to mean either a series of covenants which were made especially to 
the Jewish patriarchs,111 or the several ratifications of the same 'promise' made to the 
Jewish patriarchs (e.g. Gen. 12.2-3; 18.18; 22.17-18; 26.3-5; 28.13-14; cf. Ps. 105. 
42-45).112 The point is that the 'covenants of the promise', alongside other 
prerogatives of Israel, were the religious and cultural backbone of the Jews.113 
However, the nub of the issue here is not so much that the 'covenants of the promise' 
would one day come to the Gentiles when the Messiah arrived in the eschatological 
era, but rather that the author has used vigorous language to emphasise that the 
Gentiles who lay outside the orbit of the body politic of Israel were 'outsiders' to the 
various 'covenants' which God had promised the Jewish patriarchs. In insisting that 
1 0 9 Thus Abbott, Ephesians, writes: 'A further specification of what is said by the preceding clause' 
(58); cf. Westcott, Ephesians, 35; Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 44; Pokonry, Epheser, 114; Bouttier, 
Ephesiens, 112-113. ' 
1 1 0 We may note, for example, the robust self-declaration of Esther who almost identified the status of 
the uncircumcised male with the alien: 'You (God) have knowledge of all things, and you know that I 
hate the splendour of the wicked and abhor the bed of the uncircumcision (AitEpvtUTrtoc,) and of any 
alien ( AXXoxpioq)' (Est. C 14.15, my translation); also Est. Add. E 16.10; Ezek. 44. 7, 9; 1 Mace. 
1.38; 2.7; Pss. Sol. 17.15; Josephus, Ant. 3.214. In Philo, Qaest. Gen. 3.61, the uncircumcised (i.e. 
Gentile) male was termed the 'alien seed' (aXXoyeveq onepiia). See also PGL, s.v. 2. 
1 1 1 Bruce, Ephesians, 293, suggests that these are covenants which God made with Abraham (Gen. 
15.18), with Israel (Exod. 24.8), and with David (Ps. 89.28-37); cf. Lincoln, Ephesians, 137; Gnilka, 
Epheserbrief, 136; Abbott, Ephesians and Colossians, 58. This is preferable to the suggestion of 
ROetzel, 'AtaGfjicai.,' here 386-387, that here 8ia(MiKai refers to the 'oaths' which God gave to Israel, 
or'tables'or'instruments'. 
1 1 2 Thus Beare, 'Ephesians,' 651; Dunn, Romans 1-8, 533-536; Moo, Romans, 563; Rese, 'Vorziige,' 
211-222. See also Schreiner,'V61ker,'1-31. 
1 1 3 See e.g. Wisd. Sol. 12.21; 18.22; Exagoge 104-108, which interprets the covenant promises which 
were given to the Jewish patriarchs (Abraham, Isaac and Jacob) as God's 5COPTUJ.&TO, i.e. 'gifts'. This is 
also confirmed in particular in the earlier Paul, cf. Rom. 9.4-5. See also Rese, 'Church,' who contends 
that 'the direct enumeration of the Gentile Christians former deficiencies is an indirect reference to 
Israel's privileges' (26). 
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the Gentiles were 'aliens to the covenants of the promise', the 'cultural stuff (to use 
F. Barth's word) out of which the differentiation between Jews and Gentiles was 
constructed has also become a boundary marker which distinguishes the Jews from 
the Gentiles.114 In our context, circumcision, Israel and the covenants of the promise 
are inextricably bound together; each is used to underscore the foreignness of the 
Gentiles, so that the difference between Jews and Gentiles enhances the Jews' sense 
of 'us' for purposes of group identification. Operating as an 'absent model', the 
position of the Jews in 'the covenants of promise' provides at the same time a means 
of apprehending the Gentiles as 'aliens' and of interpreting their otherness. 
'Covenants of the promise' has become a symbol of Gentiles' 'otherness' which is 
now set alongside 'Gentiles in the flesh' and 'the uncircumcision' (vv. l i b , 11c). 
Who could have spoken so dismissively of the Gentiles and excluded the latter as 
such except those who were confident of their own belonging or prerogatives and of 
their pre-eminent position with respect to these privileges? 
In sum: Gentiles as 'aliens', and their ineligibility and unsuitability in the 
covenants, had become a significant part in the theological thinking of the Jews. 
What could hardly be expressed more clearly is the; fact that, instead of being seen as 
inclusive, able to embrace non-Jews, the 'covenants of the promise' have become a 
boundary marker, distinguishing the Jews who lay within their orbit from the 
Gentiles. 
1 1 4 See in particular Barth, Boundaries, 15; Jenkins, Ethnicity, 106; Handelman, 'Ethnicity,' here 200; 
Wallman, 'Ethnicity,' 3. 
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3.3.3 eXniba p.ri e%ovxeq Kai aGeoi ev xtp Kocjicp. (v. 12c) 
We have argued that the thinking of the Jews was determined by the notion of 
covenantal ethnocentrism which can be best seen as the invisible grid that prompted 
their exclusive attitude toward the Gentiles. Can we then claim that v. 12c sums up, 
in solidum, the same exclusive attitude accentuated by the author in vv. llb-12b? 
Can we say that the notion of the Jews as God's elect also provides them with a 
means of apprehending the Gentiles' 'hopeless' situation and of interpreting their 
state of being 'godless in the world'? We shall return to these questions in the course 
of our discussion. But there are a few preliminary observations to be made at this 
point. 
It is worth noting that the author has collocated two statements of negation in 
reference to the Gentiles. The first denies any possible suggestion that the Gentiles 
possess any hope at all (eXm8a \ir\ l x o v x e i 5 ) - 1 1 5 This 1 S t n e n followed by the 
appellation 'atheists' (Gk. with an a-privative) which normally denotes those who 
deny certain accepted 'virtues'116 and were deemed impious, vicious, or even 
abandoned by the god(s) (cf. 4i7-24). The characterisation of the Gentiles as such 
sounds very much like a yalue judgment117 - and if so, what would be the best 
possible explanation for such value-expressive statements in our present context? 
Who is speaking, and to whom? Should we simply regard these statements of 
1 1 5 The position of the noun iXjt'ic, is emphatic, cf. Jude 19. See further Louw & Nida, 69.3; Zerwick, 
BG, N U M . 440; McKay, Syntax, §7.5; Turner, Syntax, 284-285, § 4. Porter, Idioms, 281; Perschbacher, 
Syntax, 97. 
1 1 6 Similar designations are found in certain passages in the NT which employed the a-privative to 
underscore ones' vices. The following examples show that a vilification and catalogue of vices are 
difficult to distinguish at times: Rom. 1.30b-31: 'disobedient of parents, foolish, faithless, heartless, 
ruthless'; 2 Tim. 3.2-3: 'disobedient, ungrateful, unholy, inhuman, implacable, profligates, fierce, haters 
of good'; Jude 3,4, 6: 'ungodly, licentiousness'; 1 Tim. 1.9; 2 Pet 2.7, 13, 14; 1 Tim 1.9. In Wisd. Sol. 
3.11-12a, the 'ungodly' served as the structural opposite in the author's polemics against the 'unjust' to 
the 'righteous ones', the 'elect' and the 'holy ones'. 
1 1 7 This is recognised in Best, Studies, 97. Best, however, thinks that these phrases are not directly 
related to Israel. 
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negation as ad hoc expressions which have no connection with the preceding 
clauses? What does the 'absence' of 'hope' and 'god' mean for the Gentiles?118 Do 
these statements have reference to the world outside the church which the author now 
addresses as a Christian?119 Last but not least, should we read these statements as 
directly reflecting the viewpoint of the Jews? To this cluster of questions we must 
now turn. 
It must be said at the outset that neither 'hope' nor '(a-)theism', when 
considered separately, are distinctively Jewish ideas. Neither were these ideas 
something confined to Christians. For the Greeks atheism may denote 'not to 
recognize (voui^eiv) the gods' or to deny that the gods existed and hence 'to remove 
(avoapetv) the gods'.V20 Drachmann has defined atheism in antiquity as 'the point of 
view which denies the existence of ancient gods.121 It is also evident that in the 
ancient world 'atheism' was seldom defined in a strict sense and its meaning 
depended largely on who was speaking, and to whom. Ancient philosophers such as 
Plato had spoken dismissively of the contemporary thinkers who held the view that 
the world is governed by nature or chance but not god as atheists (Leg. 10.889a-890a; 
967A-B). Plutarch had likewise attacked the 'atheists' as those who displayed their 
'ignorance and blindness in regards to {sc./ Greek city) gods' (De Superst. 164E; 
1 1 8 It is quite impossible to speak of the notion of godleshess in its absolute sense. See further Blank, 
'Israel;' who writes: 'Not that pagans had no religion or no god. On the contrary, their world was 
overfilled with them. However, precisely this pagan overabundance of gods and religions was and is 
-the sign of a profound godlessless...' (136). See also Thrower, Atheism, 50. 
1 1 9 So Lindemann, Epheserbrief, who concludes: 'Denn Hoffnung ist fiir;ihn ein christlicher Begriff; 
und Gott ist fur ihn der Vater JesuChristi, ja sogar "der Gott Jesu Christi'', so;daB Menschen "ohne 
Christus" selbstverstilndlich auch "gottlos" sind...' (46); cf. MuBner; Epheser, who writes: '...an die 
konkreten Erfahrungen mit der heidnischen Umwelt der christlichen Gemeinden denkt - den Heiden in 
dieser Umwelt waren ja vor ihrer Bekehrung die auf die Volkerwelt sich beziehenden VerheiBungen 
der Propheten unbekannt, und so hatten sie auch keine wirkliche ''Hoffnung"; und darum hatten sie 
auch ein verkehrtes ZeitbewuBtsein' (72); Tachau, Einst, 134-143. 
1 2 0 See e.g. Parker, 'Atheism,' 201. 
1 2 1 Drachmann, Atheism, 1; Stern, GLAJJ 2.545, n. 43B; Stauffer, 'aeeoq,' 120-121. For a helpful 
survey of the notion of atheism in classical antiquity, see especially Thrower, Atheism, 7-53. 
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165B; Pompeius 29.3.5; De Com. not. contra Stoic. 1075A.7; cf. Strabo, Geog. 
17.2.3.20). In the thought of Plutarch, the charge of atheism also implies that the 
latter are closely related to superstition: 'It occurs to me to wonder at those who say 
that atheism is impiety (6cae|3eia) and do not say the same of superstition. The man 
who does not believe in the existence of the gods is unholy. And is not he who 
believes in such gods as the superstitious believe in a partner to opinions far more 
unholy?' (De Superst. 169-170A, 168B, 171B-F). The interpretation of atheism as 
impiety fits Graeco-Roman notions of piety which were defined by the public context 
of life within the cities: atheism was not simply a private matter, but an extremely 
political matter, having to do with the cult of the ruler and state.122 Plutarch probably 
has reference to those who had revolted against the major factor that constituted 
Greek identity.123 The atheists who failed to participate in the traditional city cult, a 
sure sign of impiety, also failed to support the main means of social integration.124 
Similar charges of atheism have been used liberally in manifold polemics in 
antiquity.125 So in Josephus's Contra Ap., Apollonius Molon of Alabanda had 
treacherously reviled the Jewish/'people as 'atheists and misanthropes' (ccGeoix; iced 
uiaccvGpcbTEoix;, 2.148; cf. ,1.239).126 Similarly, Claudius Ptolemaeus could charge 
1 2 2 See especially Conzelmann, Po/emics, 143. 
1 2 3 See in particular Dihle, 'Response,' 287-295. Dihle argues that the awareness of one's Greek 
identity was brought about through participation in the traditional cult of the Greek city; Sandvoss, 
'Asebie,'312-329; Wilken,'Christians,'esp. 105-107. 
1 2 4 See also Cicero, Nat. Deorum 1.4. Cicero contends that wherever piety and religion diasppeared, 
'life soon becomes a welter of disorder and confusion; and in all probability the disappearance of piety 
towards the gods will entail the disappearance of loyalty and social union among men as well, and of 
justice itself, the queen of all the virtues.' 
1 2 5 Stauffer, '&0eo<;,' who concludes that 'charges of blasphemy, demonism and atheism are favourite 
weapons in the conflict between different faiths' (121); Drachmann, Atheism, 89-119; Conzelmann, 
Polemics, 46-49, 143. 
1 2 6 See in particular Schafer, Judeophobia, who writes: 'In the eyes of the Greeks there could hardly 
be a verdict more devastating than this one' (36). Trebilco, Communities, 11-12, comments: 'Simple 
dislike of non-conformity was probably the basis of the problem with the strangeness of Jewish 
religious practices, Jewish monotheism and customs were distinctive and Jewish religion was not 
compatible with other religious options.' There can be little doubt that Apollonius was speaking from 
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the Jews with being 'bold, godless and scheming' (Bpaaetq, aGeoix; Koti 
erctPo'uXE'O'UKol, Apotelesmatica 2.65-66). Indeed the Jews were 'a race remarkable 
for their contempt for the divine powers' from a Roman perspective ('gens 
contumelia numinum insignis', Pliny, Hist Nat. 13.9.46). The charge of atheism can 
also be motivated by reasons other than religious. The Jewish couple Flavius 
Clemens and his wife Flavius Domitilla (cousins of Domitian and the parents of his 
heirs), whom Domitian condemned and slandered alongside others when they drifted 
into the Jewish way of life, were atheists in the perception of the emperor (Cassius 
Dio, Hist. Rom. 67.14.1-3).127 The charge of atheism against other peoples is of a 
piece with the charge against the Jews.128 The Jewish sibyl, despite prophesying in 
Gentile guise, promulgates forthrightly the essence of 'practical atheism': 'Godless 
ones also call their images gods, abandoning the creator, thinking to have all hope 
and life from them. Trusting in dumb and speechless things with evil result, they are 
ignorant of God' (Sibi Or. 8.395; cf. 3.629).129 Despite the fact of there being various 
deities venerated in the Gentiles' temples, in the perception of the sibyl these are 
the perspective of a Greek, in particular, when he accused the Jews of being 'the most witless of 
barbarians', apud Josephus, Contra Apion 2.148. For other slanderous accusations laid against the 
Jews by Apollonius, see especially Josephus, Contra Apion 2.236, 255, 258 and 295: See also 
Feldman, Jew, 150-151, 426-427. 
1 2 7 Whether Domitian would have considered the Jewish couple as Christians we cannot tell. It is 
more likely that Domitian deliberately used the charge of atheism to eliminate those rivals and 
relatives he deemed dangerous; see especially Schafer, Judeophobia, 114. Barclay, Jews, 313, is of the 
opinion that the purge of the imperial family in question was probably motivated primarily by political 
rather than religious considerations: '[I]t appears that Domitian was able to seize on any Jewish, 
"leanings" as a sign of disloyalty to the(Roman) Gods and an insult to his :own^divine' status 
(maiestas)'. See also Smallwood, 'Attitude,' 1-13; Stern, GLAJJ 1.380-381, n.2; See also Whittaker, 
'Graeco-Roman Views,' 91. One vital effect, however, seems to stand out-in the attitude of Domitian:' 
that those who followed a monotheistic belief could be accused of atheism as much as those from 
another distinctive belief system. 
1 2 8 Conzelmann, Polemics, 46; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 136-137; Best, Studies, .9$. See further Fascher, 
'Gottlosigkeit,' 78-105. 
1 2 9 See further Collins,. Imagination, 99-100, who argues ;that the; third book of Sibylline Oracles is a 
highly propagandist document which presents Judaism to the Hellenistic world in terms: that are 
primarily ethical, e.g. the avoidance of idolatry, superstition and sexual misconduct. Nickelsburg, 
Jewish Literature, 162-165, concludes that Sibylline Oracles Book 3 contains: powerful polemics 
aimed against pagan idolatry and immorality. ' 
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'godless temples' (vaot aGeoi, Sib. Or. 3. 32, 601-7); and the Gentiles who showed 
their fidelity to these heathen sovereigns were simply 'godless, unjust and lawless 
men' (Sib. Or. 5.309). Presumably the underlying assumption in the sibyl's 
statements is that there is only one temple for the one true God - were that defiled, as 
by the Gentiles, there would be no trace of veneration paid to the one true God at all 
(cf. Philo, Spec. Leg. 1.67; Leg. 347; Josephus, Contra Ap. 2.193). The impression of 
the sibyl about the godless and their alien cult is also reflected in the Wisdom of 
Solomon: 'But miserable (sc. are the Gentiles), with their hopes set on dead things, 
they are those who gave the name gods to the works of human hands' (13.10; also 
15.6); their hope 'is cheaper than dirt, and their lives are of less worth than clay, 
because they failed to know the one who formed them and inspired them them with 
active souls' (Wisd. Sol. 15.10).130 It was the same for Philo, for whom the 
knowledge of the one true God is in fact a matter of life and death: 'The law tells us 
that all who cleave to God live (sc. Deut. 4.4), and herein it lays down a vital doctrine 
(86YU.CC) fraught with much wisdom. For in very truth the godless (aQeoi) are dead in 
soul, but those who have taken service in the ranks of the God who only is are alive, 
and that life can never die' (fipec. Leg. 1.345; also Quaest. Exod. 29.4; 30.1).131 
More could be said about the topos of atheism/impiety which often appeared 
in ancient polemics and apologia.132 It must suffice to note that for the Jews, the 
; 1 3 0 See also Stern, GLAJJ 2.157-158 (no. 333), who has noted that the phrase motto iXni<}\iaxa, 
"hopeful hopes', was used by Cleomedes, De Motu Circulari 2.1.91, in reference to 'Jewish vain 
beliefs'. 
1 3 1 Philo does not speak of 'athesim' in a strict sense. In Spec Leg. 1.344, he refers to those who 
ascribed divinity to their respective idols but deny the one true God as 'atheist' and 'the children of the 
harlot'. 
1 3 2 The early church, which adopted Jewish monotheism, also became heir to the same charge, e.g. 
Martyrdom of Polycarp 9.2, where Polycarp was coerced by the authority to 'swear by the genius of 
Caesar' to keep himself 'away from the atheists', and Polycarp waved his hand at the lawless mob and 
threw back the same charge: Aipe tovq k.6kox>q. The charge of 'atheism' was harboured against 
Christians by Porphyry in late antiquity. Christians were deemed to be those who have apostastized 
from the gods by whom every nation and state is sustained: e.g. Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica 
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charge of athesim was made on their firm conviction of monolatrous belief, a belief 
that would lead them most likely to despise the alien, pluralistic and iconic cult; 1 3 3 
for Gentiles who found their multiform religiosity categorically rejected, the counter 
charges of 'atheism' and 'impiety' are only what should be expected.134 
It is reasonable, therefore, to suppose that the charge of atheism against the 
Gentiles is to be studied within the convention of 'the rhetoric of slander' outlined 
above.135 The collocation of both ideas, 'hopeless' and 'godless' makes it all the 
more probable that these ideas should be interpreted according to the Jewish tradition 
which understood 'hope' as inextricably bound with the belief in the one true God 
(e.g. Deut. 6.4; Exod. 20.3; Acts 19.26; 1 Cor. 8.4-6; Gal. 4.8; 1 Pet. 1.21; m. Tarnid; 
Shemoneh 'Esreh 1; also Josephus, Ant. 5.1.27, 112).136 'Hope' always presupposes 
the notion of God (e.g. Ps. 64.6; 77.7; 145.5; Rom. 4.18; 5.4; 15.13; 1 Thess. 4.5; 2 
Mace. 2.18; 7.20; Sir. 34.13; Epist. Arist. 261; 4 Mace. 11.7; 17.4; 2 Esdr. 7.120; 
Philo, Leg. Gaium 196; Det. Pot. Ins. 138f.; Abr. 7-14; Praem. Poen. 11-14; also 
Spec. Leg 1.310-311). In this tradition the idea of 'hope' is often understood as the 
'trustful hope which is freed from anxiety', or the confidence one had in the one God 
who promises (cf. Pj. 5o/.} 9.8-11; Rom. 15.13). Such thought is rare among the 
1.2.1-5; Athenagoras, Legatio 1-7, esp. 3-7. One imagines that Porphyry's accusations implied that the 
Christians neither stuck to the customs of the pagan gods nor followed the one God worshipped by, the 
Jews.: See further the convenient collections on the subject of atheism in Harnack, Atheismus; 
Drachmann, AfAram, esp. 120-132; Stern, GLAJJ 2.545, n. 43B; Schafer, Judeophobia, 34-65; Lona, 
Eschatologie, 262, n: 25; Conzelmann; Polemics; 46; MacMulllen & Lane, Paganism, esp. 175-178. 
1 3 3 Barclay, Jews, 428-434. 
1 3 4 See also Conzelmann, Polemics, who concludes that the charge of atheism against the Jews was in 
fact made on two grounds: 'the lack of images of God and the refusal of the Jews to participate in other 
cults' (46); Barclay, /ews, 432;\V^ittaker, 'Graeco-Rom 
here 107-123. Rajak argues that '[p]agansim is often said to have been tolerant and accommodating. 
But it was not so towards a monotheistic religion centred upon an invisible God, a religion which could 
not readily be assimilated, in the usual fashion, into the existing system' (122). 
1 3 5 See particularly Johnson, 'Slander,' 419-441; Du Toit, 'Vilification,' 403-412. 
1 3 6 See in particular Dunn, Partings, 19, who concludes that 'the first of the ten commandments was 
deeply ingrained in Jewish faith and praxis.' See also Schtirer, HJPAJC 2.454-463, 481-482; Str^B, 
Exckurs 9, 189; Bayer, 'iXniq,' 439; BAGD, s.v.. 
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Greeks whose hope is based upon the uncertainty of the future, and whose hope could 
mean merely 'expectation', with kXn\(,(o often used in the sense of fearing evil. 1 3 7 
Given the close connection between Israel's hope in the one God and the 
reference to the 'covenants of the promise' that engender 'hope', it is not so much 
that the Gentiles were godless or hopeless in the true sense (cf. 2.2);138 rather, the two 
statements of negation in w . 12b,c are a deliberate assessment of the situation of the 
Gentiles from the vantage point of the Jews. The informative intention of the author 
is to underscore the covenantal nomistic mindset of certain self-confident Jews (and 
therefore Judaism) who believed that the gracious God had chosen Israel as his own 
people and that their hope following on his promise in the covenants to the 
patriarchs, but were bold enough to speak dismissively of the Gentiles.139 In short, 
the Gentiles stood outside some of the major factors (God, Israel, covenant, hope, 
circumcision) that constitute the Jewish identity. There is hardly anything they have 
shared in common with the Jews. That is the Jewish perception which the author of 
Ephesians had wished to pass on to his Gentile readers. 
To sum up. The identification of Gentiles as 'having no hope and godless in 
the world' carries heavily-charged ethno-religious overtones. Li the religious milieu 
of the Jewish world the Gentiles who 'have not' these blessings contrasted sharply 
with the privileged position of the Jews indicating both their impiety and strangeness: 
that is, the wicircumcision of the Gentiles, their estrangement from the Jewish body 
1 3 7 Thus Bultmann, 'iXitiq,' TDNT2.517-523, here 522-523, 529;, Dunn, Romans 1-8, 218-219, 251-
252; BAGD, s.v., 1; LSJ, s.v. 
1 3 8 So MuBner, Epheser, writes: 'Nicht daB die Heiden keine Religion und keine Gotter gehabt hatten, 
im Gegenteil, ihre Welt war davon iibervoll' (72); Lona, Eschatologie, 262. 
1 3 9 Thus Best, Studies, 97. Best is certainly correct in reading the statements of negation here as value-
expressive, but he fails to recognise the fact that it was the confidence which the Jews had in their one 
God which led to the dismissal of the Gentiles as hopeless and godless, cf. Wisd. Sol. 3.18; 15.10; 
Sibl. Or. 8.395; Ps. Sol. 9.8-11. What the author of Ephesians wishes to pass on is not simply the 
value-judgement of the Jews but also the rationale behind such an analysis of the situation of the 
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politic, their status as aliens to the covenants of promise, the 'absence' of hope and 
their godlessness in the world - all these are best understood as ethnographic 
categories; they are added together to indicate, cumulatively, the Gentiles' otherness. 
For the body politic of 'Israel' whose confident hope is firmly rooted in the one God 
who established the covenants with Israel, the Gentiles were simply irreligious and 
impious. Be that as it may, the author has elicited that Jews and Gentiles had shared 
nothing in common and there is nothing that would bring them together into a 
common cause. 
It will suffice to say that there existed a serious distancing of the Jews from 
the Gentiles which the author portrays in his representation of the Gentiles. His 
representation tells us much of the Jews. It unfolds how the Jews, confident of their 
identity as the chosen people of God, looked out on the Gentile world and displayed 
to it the 'sure hope' which they had procured from the one God who had promised 
and established a covenantal relationship with them. 
3.4 'But now you who were far off are made near': The 'Us-Them' Polarity De-
constructed 
We have suggested earlier that the author's statements about the Gentiles in 
vv. 1-2 allude to Jewish perceptions as he describes the Gentiles as being 'dead in 
their transgressions and sins' (v. la), walking in sins and being sub-let to an 'other' 
god of this world (vv. lb, 2). He echoes the well-established motif in Jewish theology 
Gentile world: group identification is the cause of Jews' outright dismissal of the Gentile 'other' as 
godless; cf. my discussion of 2.2 in Chapter, section 2.2.1. 
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whereby the Jews could integrate the particularism of election with the universalism 
of monotheism: the Gentiles are sub-let to a 'power' other than God to govern them, 
while God has chosen Israel for himself.140 Although I have made the suggestion that 
what is hinted at vv. 1-2 is a Jewish perspective, the full picture of the framework 
behind such a covenantal mindset has yet to be unveiled, and the question of who 
would probably have propagated the particularism of election is less than clear at that 
point. 
What is implicitly expressed about the otherness of the Gentiles is now spelt 
out explicitly in Eph. 2.11-12, underscoring the dominant themes of Israel's election 
and covenant relation with God. The author not only addresses the Gentiles from the 
perspective of a Jew (e.g. 'Gentiles in the flesh', v. 11a), he also lay bare the way in 
which his Gentile readers appeared to the Jews (w. l i b , 12a, 12b), who ascribed 
specific value to circumcision and exhibited thus their allegiance to the covenant 
made between God and Israel, and to the Mosaic Law. Moreover, the Jews had 
formed a body politic from which the Gentiles were excluded (v. 12a). They had 
practised covenantal ethnocentrism by making judgements about the position of the 
Gentiles according to their} own ethnic and religious assumptions. Another way of 
putting the same point is to say that covenantal ethnocentrism had become the 
governing principle or the 'invisible grid' best explaining the attitude of the Jews 
toward the Gentiles. It had become the principal reason for Gentiles being estranged 
from the ethnic-based body politic and Israel's blessings. Li short, covenantal 
ethnocentrism interposed between Jews and Gentiles, creating as its net result a social 
distance between Jews and Gentiles. 
1 4 0 Thus Dunn, Galatians, 192. 
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If our findings above are sound, it means that the thesis which suggests that 
Eph. 2. 11-13 does not consist of any sociological presentation but rather a Christian 
theological characterisation of the Gentiles or Judaism can no longer be held as 
accurate.141 In his effort to represent the Gentiles' 'otherness' and the iriclusion of the 
latter in Christ, the author who formulated his arguments from the perspective of an 
ethnographer also writes as a messianic believer. These two dimensions co-exist 
perfectly well in w . 11-13 and should not be seen as mutually exclusive. The failure 
to appreciate the ethnographic discourse which appears in in w . 11-13 is a major 
deficiency in present scholarship.142 Keeping all these findings in mind, we shall now 
proceed to interpret v. 13. 
3.4.1 vvvi 8k ev Xpioxqi Tnaou i)u,eic, oi rcoxe ovxec, uxxKpav eyevri6r|xe iyyvq 
ev xtp ai|xaxi xox> Xpiaxoft (v. 13) 
The author's argument has taken a new twist in v. 13. The transference of 
Gentiles from one sphere (or category) to another as well as their participation in the 
1 4 1 Contra Best, Studies, here 91. The weakness of Best lies in his attempt to find a single (i.e. 
theological) dimension behind vv. 11-13. However, recent studies on the representation of ethnic 
'others' enable us to read Eph. 2.11-13 from a different perspective; see especially Hartog, Mirror, 
Vasaly, Representations; Hall, Barbarian; Hall, Identity; Garland, Deformity,, passim; Hall, 'Other,' 
223-279. -
1 4 2Conzelmann, for instance (Po/emics, 254), contends that !the letter to the Ephesians has no interest 
in either Israel or the law, but only in the present unity in Christ of those who were formerly Jews and 
Gentiles but are now together in the church created by breaking down the dividing-wall that separated 
them, that is, the law (2;1 Iff.)'. This is an overstatement. So also Schnackenburg, £/?/i«sians, who 
thinks that 'we can draw no direct conclusion about the relationship of the continuing 'Israel' (i.e. 
Judaism at the time Eph. was composed) to the Christian Church' (110). Merklein, Christus, 72-76, 
writes: 'Insofar as the "promise" (sc. 12b) moves towards the eschatological people of the Church 
grounded "in Christ", the "Community of Israel" is realized in the Church.' It is less than clear that the 
author 'appears to speak as the Jewish representative' and that 'the epistle may represent the voice of 
the Jewish Christian minority' (pace MacDonald, Pauline Churches, 94). The suggestion of Roetzel, 
Conversations, 141,143; that 'the author of Ephesians argues for the inclusion of Jewish Christians qua 
Jewish Christians' is wide of the mark. It -.is?difficult to tell (con/raKasemann;'Ephesians,'291; 
Roetzel, Conversations, 143; MacDonald; Pauline Churches; 97, et al) that the Gentile Christians had 
truly grown 'big' because of missionary activities or had become bossy in such a way that they despised 
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new reality brought about by Christ is now emphasised. But does this mean that the 
Gentiles now enjoy the privileges that 'once' belonged to Israel, as some scholars 
have assumed?143 Does he intend to link the Gentiles directly to Israel144 or God?145 or 
is this question simply unanswerable?146 Gnilka, for example, is of the opinion that 
the 'far off/near' language is never meant to link the Gentiles to Israel but used to 
underscore (1) the Gentiles' admission to the Church at baptism147 and (2) the 
Gentiles, regaining the blessings of which they had been deprived.148 As far as we can 
tell, few have given sufficient attention to the issue of the social space of the Gentiles 
as Gentiles. For us the question is: how does the formulation in v. 13 relate to the 
exclusion of the Gentiles from the body politic of Israel, from the 'covenants of the 
promise', and so forth? Does the language in v. 13 intend to reflect such an exclusion 
and the Gentiles' position at the extremity or frontier? Another way of putting the 
same question is: does the author wish to unveil the social distance between Jews and 
Gentiles in the light of covenantal ethnocentrism? Before these questions can be 
answered, it is necessary to give a brief assessment of two major theories concerning 
the interpretation of v. 13. / 
the Jewish Christians. There are, however, clues that the Gentiles in 'Ephesians' were still weak and 
unstable in many aspects and needed reassurance: see e.g. 1.16-20; 3.16; 4.14; 6.10. 
1 4 3 So Best, Studies, 99; Rese, 'Vorzuge,' 211-222; Lincoln, Ephesians, 139. 
1 4 4 So Richardson, Israel, who argues that 'Gentiles must still be made near to Israel to become 
partakers of the covenants and to overcome their estrangement Having done so, they have become 
fellow-citizens' (152, see also 156-157); cf. Barth, Ephesians, 277; Sanders, Schismatics, 200 argues 
that the 'near' in v. 13 as an epithet for the Jews. 
1 4 5 So Lindemann, Aufhebung, writes: 'Gemeint ist nicht, ,,Nahe" und „Ferne" seien miteinander 
vereinigt, die Heiden in ein zuvor bestehendes Gottesvolk „eingegliedert" worden, es geht vielmehr 
darum, daB diejenigen, die „einst" fern von Gott waren, ihm jetzt nahe sind' (155); cf. idem, 
Epheserbrief, 46; Pfammatter, Epheserbrief, 22; Conzelmann, Polemics, 254; Patzia, Ephesians, 193; 
Schnackenburg,Ephesians, 111. 
1 4 6 So Gnilka, Epheserbrief, who writes: 'Die Frage, wem sie denn jetzt zu Nahen wurden, kann nicht 
mit der Alternative Gott oder Israel beantwortet werden' (137). 
1 4 7 Gnilka, Epheserbrief, writes: 'Hier ist ihren Eintritt in die Gemeinde gedacht, naherhin als die 
Taufe' (137); cf. Tachau, Einst, 133; MuBner, Epheser, 72-73. This view is rejected by Pfammatter, 
'Epheserbrief,' who writes in more cautious terms: 'Die Parallelen zur christlichen Taufe als dem 
sakramentalen zur Kirche-Kommen ist unubersehbar' (22). 
1 4 8 Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 137. 
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The first theory is found in the recent works of Stuhlmacher and Moritz who 
have both reached conclusions with primarily OT materials.149 Stuhlmacher 
maintains that the author of Ephesians offers a christological exegesis of Isa. 9.5-6, 
52.7, and 57.19 in vv. 13-18: 'In the context of vv. 11-12 this exegesis serves to 
express the reconciliation of Gentiles and Jews through Christ with God and each 
other in such a way that the miracle of the reception precisely of the Gentiles in the 
church and the nature of this church as the new people of God also becomes 
visible.'150 He concludes that the author's method of christological exegesis of 
Scripture is inspired by the rabbis.151 Moritz, who rightly rejects reconstructions of a 
gnostic background in Ephesians, is of the opinion that the author's allusions to 
Isaiah enclose the very heart of vv. 13-17.152 
This interpretation, however, is not entirely satisfactory on two counts. 
(a) The language of 'far off and 'near' which appears in v. 13a is very 
common in the Jewish scriptures (e.g. Deut. 30.11-14, cf. 13.8; 1 Kgs. 8.46; Esther 
9.20; Ezek. 6.11-12; Dan [Theod.] 9.7; 1 Mace. 8.12; Isa. 33.13). Isaiah may be seen 
as part of the stream of this tradition in its use of the language which extends from 
the Jewish 'scripture, through our author (or other NT writers), and on to the later 
rabbinic texts; hence, the argument that the far off/near language in v. 13 constitutes a 
quotation of Isa. 57.19 or an allusion to it is not compelling. 
, 1 4 9 Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' 187; Moritz, Mystery, 23-55; Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 260, 276-279; Percy, 
Probleme, 283; Deichgracher, Gotteshymus, 167, n.l; Westcott, Ephesians, 36; MuBner, Epheser, 73; 
idem, Christus, lOOff.; Merklein, Christus, 25; Bruce, Ephesians, 295; Bouttier, Ephisiens, 114-115; 
Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 111; Conzelmann, Epheser, 99; Pfammatter, 'Epheserbrief,' 22; Thomson, 
Chiasmus, 86; Patzia, Ephesians, 193. 
1 5 0 Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' 187; Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 260, 276. See also MuBner, Epheser, who writes: 
'Die Lokative »nah« und »fera« stammen aus Jes 57,19' (73); Pfammatter, Epheserbrief, 22; 
Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 111; Pokorny, Epheser, 116. 
1 5 1 Stuhlmacher,'Peace,'187. 
1 5 2 Moritz, Mystery, 29. Earlier reconstructions of a gnostic background by some scholars (e.g. Schlier; 
Kasemann, et at) have been severely criticised: see in particular MuBner, Christus, 88-91; Percy, 
Probleme, 278-288. 
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(b) This theory reads Isa. 57.19 into our text too quickly, although the 
prophetic oracle is closely associated with v. 17.153 It fails to address the question 
whether the 'far off/near' language in v. 13 may have been prompted directly by the 
narrative in vv. 11-12. It does not go beyond the author's semantic representaton to 
appreciate the particular force of his statements about the Gentiles. 
Against this first theory, some scholars suggest that the author of Ephesians is 
speaking of those 'far of f having come near, a notion not found in Isa. 57.19, but 
common in Jewish discussion of proselytism (e.g. Mek. Exod. 18.5; Num. R. 8.4; 
Midr. Sam. 28.6).154 Dahl, for example, argued that Eph. 2.13-18 is a kind of midrash 
on Isa. 57.19, a passage which in Judaism was referred to those 'far off Gentiles who 
had become proselytes and the Israelites, who were 'near'.155 This theory has been 
revived recently by Lincoln, who asserts that the proselyte terminology has 
undergone a transformation, namely that the author applies to the Gentiles in the 
church what was valid among the Jews for proselytes: because of Christ's works, it 
can be used of Gentiles in general, not simply of proselytes to Judaism.156 
The strong point of the theory outlined above is that the language of 'far of f 
and 'near' could become the author's own which he appropriates and adapts to his 
own purpose. However, this reasoning is not entirely satisfactory and I shall indicate 
; 1 5 3 The 'far off/near' language in v. 13 should be read adverbially rather than adjectivally (the 'far off 
or the 'near'). Even if one argues that v. 17 is an allusion to Isa. 57.19, it is worth noting that the 
meaning of the OT Vorlage in v. 17 is largely transposed by the author of Ephesians. For this, see my 
discussion of v. 17 in Chapter 4, below. Suffice it to say that the author collocates both 'far off and 
'near' to convey the notion that Christ's proclamation of peace is an all-embracing ministry (v. 17). Isa. 
57.19, which is re-applied in v. 17, is used by the author as a support to Christ's inclusive ministry. 
1 5 4 So Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 137; Meuzelaar, Leib, 61-66, 75-86; Dahl, 'Creation,' 437, n. 2; Barth, 
Ephesians, 260, 276, 278. 
1 5 5 Dahl, 'Creation,' 437, n. 2. Dahl also concedes that in Judaism the 'far off language in Isa. 57.19 
was also referred to the penitents other than the Gentile proselytes, e.g. Tg. Isa. 57.19; S. Num. 6.26; b. 
Ber. 34b; Sanhedrin 99a. See also 1.167,216, 603; 3.586. 
1 5 6 Lincoln, Ephesians, 139. Lincoln's view is dependent upon the earlier work of Meuzelaar, Leib, 75. 
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the basic reasons why I part company with Lincoln and others at this point. They are 
twofold. 
(a) The evidence adduced in favour of this theory is unconvincing. In the 
Qumran literature terms such terms as 3~ip is used in connection with the notion of 
'entrance into the community', intra muros, within the walls of Judaism, and were 
never applied to the Gentiles (e.g. 1QH xiv. 14; vi.16, 22; viii.9, 15, 16; cf. 4QFlor. 
1-3.1.3-4).157 The rabbinic sources (e.g. {Mek Exod. 18.5; Num. R. 8.4; Midr. Sam. 
28.6) which are adduced as evidence are of very late date and are therefore not 
relevant in our present discussion.158 In our present context, the Gentiles were said to 
have been 'brought near' by God who is the implied subject of the verb 
eyevfiGTite.159 
(b) This theory fails to give sufficient weight to obvious ethnographic 
categories which situate the Gentile 'other' (vv. 11-12),160 and to explain whether the 
exclusivistic tendency of Jews could have prompted the use of the 'far of f language 
in v. 13. One cannot rule out that the author's statement about the Gentiles in v. 13 is 
an inferrable interpretation against the backcloth of these categories. 
In short, the theory t^hat reads v.13 in terms of Jewish proselytism is more 
likely to cause confusion than to add to our understanding of the text. 
I am inclined to think that there is a simpler explanation, namely that the 'far 
off language in v. 13 denotes, simply, the sequel to ethnic alienation which the 
'Gentiles experienced (vv. llb-12), and that the author's statement can be best 
1 5 7 Contra Lincoln, Ephesians, 139; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 137 and n. 6. 
1 5 8 See in particular Stemberger, Talmud, esp. 259, 309-311; 357-358. 
1 5 9 The verb EYEvfiSiixe in the passive voice (a 'divine passive'). 
1 6 0 This is also recognised by some scholars - but, for different reasons: MuBner, 'Geschichtstheologie,' 
59; Patzia Ephesians, 193; Moritz, Mystery, 53. Moritz, however, does not press further as to how the 
tension in v. 1 If. would affect the author's subsequent formulations, but avers that v. 13 is a direct echo 
of Isa. 57.19. See also MacDonald, Pauline Churches, 94; Roetzel, Conversations, 141-142. 
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accounted for against the backcloth of the self-understanding of the Jews. The Jewish 
tendency to divide via the circumcision/uncircumcision dichotomy must have had 
inevitable repercussions on the way in which the author articulated his statements 
about his Gentile recipients. 
The suggestion that the language of 'far of f in v. 13a provides a glimpse of 
Gentiles at the outermost fringes implies that there is a need on the part of the author 
to recount to his Gentile readers how the non-Jewish world appeared to the Jews. His 
argument proceeds by inference (a causis vocanf),m and the problem that faces the 
author is precisely that of paraphrasis or responsible translation.162 He reasons on the 
basis of all the visible Jewish symbols he could accumulate and draws together what 
he has already outlined in vv. 11-12 and reflects to his Gentile recipients how the self-
definition of the Jews had affected their position with respect to the various privileges 
of Israel. Paraphrasis functions more or less like a switching mechanism in order to 
make it possible to pass from the Jewish 'world' into the world where the Gentiles are 
addressed.163 His 'far off language resonates well with that of ancient ethnographers 
who described the way in which a certain ethnic group or nation perceived itself as 
occupying the position of central importance (e.g. the centre of the earth, or 'the navel 
of the world') and exercised its power to define the 'space' of others.164 Those areas 
1 6 1 See e.g. Quintilian, who contends that this kind of argument 'consists in the inference of facts from 
their efficient causes or the reverse, a process known as argument from causes' (Inst. Or. 5.10.80). 
, 1 6 2 See in particular Steiner, Babel, 28-29, 311-318,415-417. 
vl63 -jijg same procedure has already been employed by the author in v. 11a when he spoke of the non-
Jews as 'Gentiles in the flesh'. The author speaks hot simply as a Jew, he also 'translates' the Gentiles 
into the Jewish world, exhibiting the way in which Jews looked out on the non-Jewish world. See also 
my exegesis of Eph. 2.1-2 in Chapter 2, above. 
1 6 4 The organisation of social distance in the ancient world is well attested in ancient historiography 
and ethnography. Herodotus, among other historians, recorded that the Persians interpreted their 
'world' in terms of spatial distance, in things which the Persians constituted themselves the centre of a 
concentric circle. In Histories 1.134 he writes: 
Of nations, they (sc. the Persians) honour most their nearest neighbours, whom they esteem 
next to themselves; those who live beyond these they honour in the second degree; and so with 
the remainder, the further they are removed, the less the esteem in which they hold them. The 
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on the outermost fringes become the setting in which normal rules governing the 
'central' community are suspended. Herodotus, for example, has tacitly assumed that 
Greece was the centre by his theory of frontiers or 'extremities' (Gk. eaxataai, e.g. 
Histories 1.134, 191, 3 times; 3.115-116; 4.71; 6.127; 7.110).165 Herodotus's world-
view was commonly entertained among other historians.166 Ethnocentricity, however, 
could be reinforced in other ways.167 While we can be sure that Jewish writers had not 
fully subscribed to the perspective of Greek (or Roman) ethnographers,168 they were 
nevertheless acquainted with the similar idea of ethnocentricity and employed notion 
of extremities analogous to that of the Greeks or Romans in order to make sense of 
their own symbolic world (e.g. Deut. 28.49; Isa. 48.20; 49.6; 62.11; Jer. 6.22; Ezek. 
38.6; Matt. 28.19-20; Acts 2.39; 22.21; 1 Mace. 1.3, 3.9, 8.4,12; Sir. 44.21, 47.15-16; 
cf. Jdth. 2.9; Pss. Sol. 8.15; Philo, Vita Mosis 1.278; Virt. 223; Praemiis et poenis 80; 
reason is, that they look upon themselves as very greatly superior in all respects to the rest of 
the mankind, regarding others as approaching to excellence in proportion as they dwell nearer 
to them; whence it comes to pass that those who are the farthest off must be the most degraded 
of mankind, (tr. Rawlinson) 
See further Tuan, Topophilia, esp. 30-44j 59-91; Romm, Edges, esp. 46-48, 54-55; Rykwert, Town, 
163-187; Vasaly, Representations, 133/139; Dupont, Life, here 83-86. 
1 6 5 Herodotus's theory of extremities enables him to explain the 'otherness' of the rest of the world in 
spatial terms, e.g. 3.106: 'It seems ais if the extreme region of the earth (ocl 8' iaxaxmi K&q xflq 
oiKEOulvqq KIX.) were blessed by nature with the most excellent productions, just in the same way that 
Greece enjoys a climate more excellently tempered than any other country. In India, which, as I 
observed lately, is the furthest region of the inhabited world (Trrv T|<5 &<J%6LXI\ Ttov oixeouivoav KXX.) 
towards the east...'; cf. 3.107: 'Arabia is the last of inhabited lands (ia%6ivt\ 'ApaptnJ towards the 
south.' This probably explained why Delphi, the centre of Greece, could be called the 'navel of the 
earth' by the Greeks. See further Hartog, Mirror, 138-141; Thomson, Geography, here 44-93; Paassen, 
Geography, here 117-211; Romm, Edges, 9-44. 
1 6 6 See e.g. Hesiod, Theog. 731; Demosthenes, Ep. 4.7; Xenophon Vect. 1.6; Strabo, Georg. 1.1.8.3; 
: 3.3.8; 11.5.5; Polybius, Histories 3.58.2.4; Diodorus Siculus, Bib. Hist. 25.10.1.5 (of the world); Dio, 
Or. 13.9.8; 45.7.1; Theocritus, 15.8; Caesar, De bello Gallico, 6.24; also 1.1, 36; 4.3; 4.14; Plautus, 
Rudens 1034. See further Hartog, Mirror, 232; Vasaly, Representations, 148. 
1 6 7 See e.g. Cicero, De republica 2.5-11 who considered Rome as 'the light of the world, the citadel of 
humanity'. For the Romans, Rome which stood at the center of Italian peninsula is the centre of the 
world, the frozen north is at one extreme, while the torrid south is at the other; see also Cicero, De 
Oratore 1.105; In Catilinam 3.1; 4.11; Pro Sulla 33. The idea that Rome was situated in a latitude of 
temperate climate was incorporated into the mythology of Italy as the ideal Saturnian land, Pliny, Hist. 
Nat. 37.201; Strabo Geog. 6.4.1. See further Balsdon, Aliens, 9-10, 59-70, esp. 59-64; Vasaly, 
Representations, 133-134. 
1 6 8 See in particular Hall, Barbarian, esp. 102-113; Hartog, Mirror, 310-370; Balsdon, Aliens, 137-
145. 
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Leg. Gaium 144; Josephus, Ant. 8.348; Vita. 318).169 It should come as no surprise 
that the 'far of f language in v. 13a can be understood in the same light. It is 
formulated in such a way as to echo the worldview which the Jews widely held.1 7 0 It 
lays bare the thinking that viewed the periphery as a place of negative extremes and 
the Jews as central.171 As far as its implication is concerned, the 'far of f language, 
like 'the uncircumcision' or 'aliens' is very close to an ethnic slur underscoring the 
defective status of the Gentiles. It reinforces the sense of the Gentiles as being 
spatially removed, and relegated to the utmost limit of the Jewish world. Closely 
associated with the Jews' belief that they occupied the position of centrality was 
probably their belief that the Gentiles belonged to a world disparate from that of the 
Jews; hence, the distant connection between the two ethnic groups.172 Unlike the 
Greeks or the Romans, it was religious perception rather than politics, climate or 
1 6 9 There can be little doubt that ethnocentricity was also practised by the Jewish sages, i.e. Israel is the 
centre of the world: see e.g. m. Kelim 1.6-19. 
1 7 0 See e.g. Deut. 13.8 (LXX); 28.49 (ern^ei trt>pioc, a n are gQvoq uAKp69ev are* eoxasau sfls xfl£ 
(boei opaium aexofi g8vo<; o C6K aKouo-ji wffe cprovfiq awov); 29.22; 1 Kgs. 8.46; Ps. 64.6 (LXX); 
Isa. 33.13; 57.9; Jer. 4.16; Ezek. 6.12; 22.5; Mic. 4.3, par. Isa. 13.5 [gpxeo9ai ex yffe n6ppcoeev ano 
facpoq GeneX.io-0 toti otipavoft]; 43.6; Acts 2.39; 22.21. Philo, De Praemiis et poenis 80 employed 
both naKO&v and iax&ioq to designate the notion of spatial extremity: 'For the commandments are not 
too huge and heavy for the strength of those to whom they will apply, nor is the good far away 
(uctKp&v) either beyond the sea or at the end of the earth... (ev eox&'Ciaiq y^c, KXX.)'; 1 Mace. 8.4,12. 
1 7 1 There can be little doubt thatHater rabbinic interpretations also practised (religious) ethnocentricity 
as they addressed the Gentiles (i.e. proselytes) as the 'far off: e.g. Num. R. 8.4; midr. Samuel 28.6; see 
also Str-B, 3.585-587. See further L E H , s.v.; LSJ, s.v., 3; BAGD, s.v. 1. 
1 7 2 Similar ideas can also be seen in Lev. R. 16.116d. We are told that the lepers were forced by the 
law to keep afar from the community of the healthy (example cited in Str-B. 4.751); cf. Luke 17.12. 
See also BAGD, s.v. 2. Roman writers such as Martial also used the 'far off/'near' language to 
underscore the phenomenon of 'urban alienation' between residents in the polis, as he writes in 
Epigrams 1.86: 
tarn longe est mini quam Terentianus, 
qui nunc Niliacam regit Syenen. 
non convivere, nec videre salten, 
non audire licet, nec urbe tota 
quisquam est tarn prope tarn proculque nobis (LCL). 
See also Jos. 9.22; Sir. 27.20-22; Seneca, Beneficiis 5.19.3; Tacitus, Annals 12.10.1 therefore disagree 
with Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 111 who suggests that the Gentiles 'who were far (from God) have 
now in the blood of Christ become the "near"' (italics mine); Lincoln, Ephesians, 139, who speaks of 
the 'deficiencies of the Gentile readers's past as being 'far off from Christ' (italics mine). Both 
Schnackenburg and Lincoln have failed to take into account of the process known as 'argument from 
causes' (a causis vocant), see especially Quintilian Inst. Or. 5.10.80. 
148 
geography that most powerfully reinforced the idea of Jewish centrality.173 Given the 
Jewish perception that the Gentiles lacked the mark of covenant identity in their 
'flesh', were alienated from 'the body politic of Israel', did not participate in 'the 
covenants of the promise' and had no hope and were godless, it would require simply 
a small step for the author to sum up in most succinct terms the attitude of the Jews 
toward the Gentiles as positioned at the outermost fringes. 
In short, the author's depiction of the social distance between Jews and 
Gentiles has not been fully articulated until v. 13a. We must also add that the 'far off 
and 'near' language operates at different levels: while the author's 'far o f f language 
underscores the Gentiles' position at the extremity from the vantage point of the 
Jews, he also lays bare the reversal of that position. The Gentiles are brought near 
through the blood of Christ. 
The death of Christ is in the perception of the author the solution to the 
problem of ethnic estrangement (v. 13b), although the full implications of Christ's 
death for both Jews and Gentiles has not been spelt out in full at this point. 
In our present context, the expression 'the blood of Christ' refers to Jesus' 
death which has the effect of making the Gentiles 'near' (1.7; cf. Rom. 3.25; 5.9; 1 
Cor. 10.16; 11.25; Col. 1.20). Here the 'blood' language is probably drawn from the 
1 7 3 This notion is most obvious in m. Kelim 1.6-9, where a rabbinic model for organising space into a 
coherent pattern is portrayed. The model works from the outside in: Israel is contrasted with the rest of 
the world; Jerusalem is contrasted with the other cities of the land; the Temple is contrasted with 
Jerusalem; and the Holy of Holies is contrasted with the Temple. The Jews wedded a religious aspect to 
the notion of Jewish centrality. The intimate relationship between the space at the core and the 
distribution of honour is also well attested in ancient writings, see e.g. Philo, Posteritate Caini 109. See 
also Plato, Theaetetus 209B; Dio, Or. 21.37; Diodorus Siculus, Bib. Hist. 8.18; Cassius Dio, Hist. Rom. 
42.5.5.5; Appian, Bell. Civ. 2.77; Lev. 21.2; Esther 1.14; Isa. 57.9. See further Helgeland, 'Space,' 
1285-1305; Holm, Sacred Place, 116; Urry, 'Space,' 20-48; Sayer, 'Space,' 49-66. If the pericope Eph. 
2.11-22 in its context stands parallel to 2.1-10, there is good reason to suppose that the designations in 
w. 1-2 and v.13 have the same powerful effect as w. 11-12: the Gentiles were in the perception of the 
Jews 'dead in trespasses and sins' (= Gentile sinners, cf. Gal. 2.15) and the 'sons of disobedience'. 
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understanding of Jesus' death in terms of cultic sacrifice,1 7 4 that is as a (sin)-offering 
which represents the divided human family. 1 7 5 The point of central importance is not 
so much that the author perceives the death of Christ as a means of pacifying the 
displeasure of God. Nor is there any overt indication that Christ's death is a means of 
delivering Gentiles from inadvertent sins - despite the fact that this connotation 
cannot be dismissed outright (see 1.7). Rather, Christ's death is now - as distinct 
from other earlier Pauline passages (e.g. Col. 1.19-22) - applied to a different 
situation: it is the ethnic dimension that the author has singled out in his usage of the 
metaphor of sacrifice to draw out the significance of Christ, whose death has marked 
the end of human division and alienation. The use of the phrase 'the blood of the 
Christ' is also an acknowledgement that there is no way out for the human family in 
estrangement except through the sacrificial death of the Messiah Jesus.176 But 
reconciliation as such is entirely the work of God and humankind, its object. 1 7 7 
If our analysis is correct, it is not necessary for us to sidetrack at this point 
into debates about the possible candidates to whom the Gentiles are brought near, 
since the author's aim is primarily to construct a new space for the Gentiles who were 
marginalised by the Jews who practised ethnocentricity. We must, however, concede 
that the fu l l implication of Jesus' death for the social alienation between Jews and 
1 7 4 See in particular Dunn, 'Death,' here 133; idem, 'Sacrifice,' here 43, 44; Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 
:299; Morris, 'Sacrifice,' 856-858; Laubach, 'ottna,' 222-224; Bocher, 'aTu<x,' 37-39; and most 
recently, Carroll & Green, Death, 113-132, 256-279, esp. 269-272. 
1 7 5 Contra Sahlin, 'Beschneidung Christi,' 5-22. Sahlin suggests that the 'blood' of Christ' in v. 13 is to 
be contrasted with the blood of circumcision. However, the main point in v. 13 is not the death of Christ 
as analogous to the Gentiles, making entrance into a Jewish community through proselyte sacrifice, it is 
how the social distance between two ethnic groups who were kept far apart from one another could be 
bridged by the death of Christ. There is also no good ground to believe McLean, 'Atoning Sacrifice,' 
here 543 and 546, who plays down the significance of Christ's death as a sacrifice, saying that there is 
no textual reference to Christ's blood metaphorically to signify the blood of a sacrificial victim. 
1 7 6 The arthrous 'Christ' in v. 13b may be understood as 'the previously referred to Christ [Jesus]' (v. 
13a). 
1 7 7 Bouttier, tphisiens, 114 n. 242. 
150 
Gentiles is not yet unfolded at this point. But as we shall see, the author is about to 
draw out a particular implication which arises from Christ's death.178 
To recap what we have discussed so far. The author's language in v. 13 is 
conciliatory, fulfilling two major functions which are inextricably linked. In the first 
place, it provides, in solidum, a summary of the net result or 'aftermath' of a self-
confident Judaism which is bold enough to situate the Gentiles to the 'extremities' of 
its own 'world' - this point has been missed by most commentaries.179 It introduces 
the notion of extremities or frontiers (Gk. ea%ccuai) to intensify the Gentiles' 
otherness.180 The implicated premise of the author's argument is that the Gentiles 
were, on the basis of covenantal ethnocentrism, excluded from the Jewish body 
politic, aliens to the 'covenants of promise' and cut off from other God-given 
blessings. 
In the second place, the high point of the author's argument, however, is in 
the second half of his statement (v. 13b) in which he provides a transition from the 
Gentiles' otherness to his own goal of assuring the latter that they are given a new 
'space' through the death of Christ - although details about the way in which the 
Gentiles are brought 'near' js unfolded only ephemerally at this point. 
Only when we take into account the Gentiles' otherness from the perspective 
of the Jews can we appreciate the ful l force of the author's argument in v. 13. While 
v. 13a sums up the estranged condition of the human family, with its different 
sections kept apart from one another, v. 13b is meant to obliterate the social distance 
1 7 8 See my exegesis of w . 14-18 in Chapter 4, section 4.4.8 below. 
1 7 9 So most recently Best, Ephesians2, 245; cf. idem, Studies, 99, et al. 
1 8 0 This is precisely how the 'far off/near' language is understood in v. 17. See my discussion in 
Chapter 4, below. 
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between Jews and Gentiles. This is achieved by constructing a new space for the 
Gentiles who were at the periphery of the Jewish 'world'. 
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3.5 Concluding Remarks 
It is time to pull the threads together. Eph. 2.11-13 contains a substantial 
amount of ethnographic materials. These materials are significant clues for our 
understanding of the way in which Gentiles appeared to the Jews. The Gentiles who 
lacked the 'mark' of the covenant in their Gentile 'flesh' were, ipso facto, excluded 
from the 'league' of Israel by the Jews. Indeed 'the uncircumcision' and other Jewish 
categories tell of a Jewish perspective and of the Gentiles who lay outside the orbit of 
the Jews. The defective status of the Gentiles which the Jews evaluated in their own 
ethnocentric terms is a direct corollary of the Jews' sense of their privileged position 
in the various God-given blessings. That is the issue which the author outlines 
forcefully in vv. 11-13a. However, the boundaries between Jews and Gentiles are 
socially innovated rather than inherent in the original plan of God (cf. 1.3-14). 
We may also conclude that Eph. 2.11-13 is by and large a Jewish discourse on 
the Gentile 'other'. The author of Ephesians not only perceives the 'Gentiles in the 
flesh' from the perspective of a Jew (v. 1 la), he also re-presents the perspective of 
typical Jews by drawing the latter into the foreground as social actors in order to 
draw out some of their crucial beliefs or convictions ( w . lib-12). The process of 
eliciting certain Jewish beliefs operates through the author's interventions in his 
narrative. For him, that which is most worthy of being reported is the way in which 
ethnic alienation has taken place. He acts as a conveyor and makes the alienation 
seen and known to the Gentiles. He unfolds in his formulations the way in which the 
unfriendly attitude of certain (not all) Jews toward the Gentiles has triggered the 
cleavage between themselves and the non-Jewish world, so that he may in due course 
direct his recipients' attention to what Christ has accomplished to shorten the social 
distance between a divided humanity (vv. 13b-19). For us to make the above 
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suggestions is not to claim that the author has overlooked the 'past' of the Gentiles in 
contrast to their Christian present. Rather the author has set his statements about the 
Gentiles alongside the shared knowledge of the Jews: that is, w . 11-12 contain 
elements which are thoroughly Jewish in character. He has put himself in the position 
of the Jews, and re-presents the exclusivistic attitudes of other Jews in the hope that 
he may also echo what the latter had thought about the Gentile 'other' ( w . 1 lb-13a). 
He has also taken significant steps to recapitulate in his argument the notion of 
extremities in which the Gentiles were relegated to the utmost limit of the Jewish 
'world' (v. 13a). To say that the Gentiles were 'far o f f is to translate them into this 
'world' which is based on a particular ethnos and to reflect their position as beyond 
the orbit of the Jews. There are evidently ethnic factors which we should look into. 
Finally, the intention of the author in bidding his Gentile recipients to 
'remember' (li.vTuuove'oeTe) is not so much to resuscitate injurious memories of the 
past. Nor was his intention to preserve from decay the remembrance of how 
humankind has fostered division within itself. Rather, his modest aim is to evoke in 
his Gentile recipients the awareness that the estrangement which they experienced 
before they had any positive connections with Christ was an ethnic one. This in turn 
enables him to explain why ethnic reconciliation, the removing of that which stands 
in the way of a right relationship between Jews and Gentiles, is necessary.181 Perhaps, 
the author would also wish to put on record what could possibly return to haunt the 
community-body 'in Christ' in the present or future - and if that were the case, the 
'memory' invoked is for the sake of prevention. 
1 8 1 Lincoln, however, comments: "The writer does not spell out how it is that Israel too was alienated 
from God and needed reconciliation* ('Church,' 617). The weakness of Lincoln's proposal is clearly 
his failure to give enough weight to the 'echoic utterances' of the author who underscores the 
'circumcision' as having become the agent of ethnic alienation, and their exclusivistic attitudes toward 
the Gentiles. 
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Our conclusion, as we shall see, has significant bearing upon our 
understanding of the author's subsequent formulations in vv. 14-22 in which the 
notion of ethnic reconciliation has become the focus of discussion. 
155 
Chapter Four 
'He is Our Peace': Christ and Ethnic Reconciliation (Eph. 2.14-18) 
4.1 Introduction 
In the present chapter I shall argue that Eph. 2.14-18 consists of an 
amplification ( f j avfyrysic,) which is in praise of the Messiah Jesus and his work in 
bringing reconciliation to the two estranged ethnic groups. Rather than a 'parenthesis' 
or 'digression' which is tangential to the primary design of the letter, as some scholars 
interpret it, I suggest that Eph. 2.14-18 forms an integral part of the organisational and 
argumentative scheme of the author. It is to be seen as a 'purple' passage which comes 
directly after the author has underscored the defective status of Gentiles as Gentiles 
according to the exclusive attitude of the Jews. It reflects the author's utmost concern 
to re-define the identity of the people of God for the Gentiles for whom he wrote. It is 
my conviction that we cannot make ful l sense of the remarkably complex metaphors 
of the 'one new man' and 'one body' without giving the Jewish attitudes toward the 
Gentiles and the enmity between the two their due weight. These metaphors, as we 
shall see, are both society-creating and community-redefining metaphors, they are 
meant to reframe the notion of the people of God and to undercut the old ethnic forms 
of self-identification and allegiance as they replace them with a new community-
, identity in Christ. They lay bare the way in which Jew and Gentile could be correlated 
within one community-body, namely the body of Christ, and prepare for the Gentiles a 
place on which to stand within a redefined, inclusive community.1 
1 See my exegesis of w . 19-22 in Chapter 5 (section 5.2.1), where I lay out some of the implications of 
Christ's reconciling work for the Gentiles and for their redefined association with the 'holy ones'. 
The eulogistic approach of the author has also the effect of posing side by side 
two sharply contrasted sets of attitudes toward one's fellow human beings: it sets out 
to emphasise on the one hand the magnanimity of Christ who reaches out to all, 
including the spatially removed, and to lay bare on the other the 'little-mindedness' of 
the Jews (supra, my exegesis in chapter 3). The aim of this eulogistic approach, 
however, is not to vituperate but to reconstitute a healthy framework for Gentiles and 
Jews so that they too might emulate Christ's footsteps by developing an all-embracing 
attitude toward the ethnic 'other'. This chapter concludes with the assertion that the 
most natural context for a mention of Christ as the peace-bringer is the campaign on 
the part of the author, who sees himself as one who is inside Israel rather than looking 
in from outside, for the ending of the less-than-healthy estrangement between Jews 
and Gentiles and to restore both to (Israel's) God. 
4.2 A Discussion of the Literary Structure of Eph. 2.14-18 
The mass of NT scholarly opinion today considers that Eph. 2.14-16(17) 
consist of traditional material, probably a hymn which the author moulded for his own 
purposes.2 Any discussion of vv. 14-18 needs therefore to deal with its literary 
structure, and more discussion has taken place over the decades over a possible 
Vorlage to this passage than for any other in our epistle. Before we can possibly 
2 See e.g. Schille, Hymnen, 24-31; Dibelius, Epheser, 69; Schlier, Epheser, 122-123, 216-218; Gnilka, 
Epheserbrief, 147-152; Richardson, Israel, 152-153; Fischer, Tendenz, 131-137, esp. 131-132; Sanders, 
'Elements,' 214-232; cf. idem, Hymns, here 88-92; Wengst, Lieder, 181-186, esp. 182-183; Wilhelmi, 
'Versohner-Hymnen,' 145-152; Lincoln, Ephesians, 139-140; Lindemann, Aufhebung, 152-159, esp. 
156-159; Burger, Versdhnung, 115-157, esp. 117-133; Martin, Reconciliation, 172. For a helpful 
bibliography on the subject, see Best, Essays, 63 n. 30. For a review on the debates concerning the 
literary form of Eph. 2.14-18, see in particular Merkel, 'Diskussion,' 3230-3235; Merklein, 
'Komposition,'79-102. 
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advance to our own proposal, it is necessary to take a closer look at some of the major 
theories regarding the literary structure of Eph. 2.14ff. 
Haupt was among the first scholars in recent times to subject vv. 14-18 to form 
critical analysis. This led him to believe that the passage is parenthetical to the main 
thrust of 2.11-22.3 Since Haupt's time a chorus of scholars who embraced his theory 
have endeavoured to 'discover' in these verses traditional material or a 'basic 
document' (Vorlage) which they believe the author has incorporated in his letter. The 
arguments are as follows: 
(a) The pattern of thought in w . 14-18 is different from the preceding sections (e.g. 
vv. 1-2, 3-10, and 11-13) in that God has been the major actor, while Christ is the 
central actor in v. 14f. The change of person from second plural to first at v. 14, and 
the reverse at v. 19 has led many to believe that the author of Ephesians steps aside 
from his previous subject by adding new materials beyond the scope of his main 
theme.4 There is by no means a straightforward argument on the basis of the previous 
verses (vv. 11-13). These assumptions have, in varying forms and combinations, been 
guiding the perception and judgement of scholars from the beginnings of historical 
criticism to the present day. ) 
(b) Vv. 14ff. contains a somewhat 'conflicting perspective' with that of the previous 
context,5 namely that reconciliation of both Jews and Gentiles to God adds a new 
element into the discussion which does not f i t quite as smoothly into the previous 
3 Haupt, Gefangenschaftsbriefe. 
4 See e.g. Lincoln, Ephesians, 125, 127, who argues that the noxk... v$v contrast fades from view in w. 
14-18 but it is taken up again in v. 19. Lincoln has been constrained by the parameters of his own 
thesis, namely that w. 14-16 consist of an excursus which has its focus on how the Gentile readers' 
change of situation was accomplished by Christ. 
5 So Lincoln, Ephesians, 145; cf. Fischer, Tendenz, 131, contends that the argument in vv. 14f. moves 
constantly between two levels: a cosmic level, where it speaks of the annihilation of the sublime 
powers, and a historical level where it speaks of the reconciliation of Gentiles and Jewish Christians in 
the one Church. 
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context (i.e. vv. 11-13). There Israel's election means that she is not alienated from 
God, but v. 16 speaks of both Jews and Gentiles being reconciled to God. 
(c) Participial predications, as well as the opening predication on the pattern avxoc, 
eaxiv, the heavy use of parallelismus membrorum, the piling up of a number of hapax 
legomena, the awkward syntax and the cosmic language all lend support to the 
conclusion that the passage uses traditional (e.g. hymnic) material.6 
(d) The author, however, has made various redactional modifications to highlight his 
christological claims.7 
In spite of the acceptance within certain circles of the reconstruction of the 
traditional material, the suggestion that w . 14ff. is 'cast in poetic and rhythmic form' 
(in the words of Martin) is far from certain, and severe criticism can be levelled 
against this theory on the grounds that: 
(1) Scholars who opt for an earlier (hymnic) form have faced enormous difficulty in 
setting the parameters of the original material.8 
(2) There is also no sufficient evidence to make probable the hypothesis of the exact 
number of stanzas or strophes.9; To create a neatly formed rhythmical balance of the 
alleged 'hymn', Wilhelmi,) among others, has attempted to collocate v. 14c (x6 
HEO6T6IXOV xofi (ppocyuxrii Mxyccq) and v. 15a (x6v v6u,ov TGOV kvioX&v ev 
86ynaoiv KaxapYTjoaq) in the same stanza. This arrangement, however, is unlikely. 
6 So Sanders, 'Elements,' 217; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 139, 14S; Lincoln, Ephesians, 127, 145; Burger, 
Versdhnung, 132. 
7 So Sanders, 'Elements,' who concludes that 'the hymn did not entirely serve the author's purpose, so 
that it was necessary for him to expand and interpret it somewhat' (218); cf. Roetzel, 'Relations,' 82-84. 
8 vv. 14-16: Sanders, Lindemann, Wilhelmi, Lincoln; w . 14-17: Gnilka, Fischer, Burger, Pokorn^; w . 
14-18: Schille; and w . 12-19: Martin, who assumes a much longer underlying piece of tradition running 
from v. 12 to v. 19, the core being w. 14-16, which was a 'hellenistic hymn of cosmic transformation' 
(Reconciliation, 171). 
9 Schille, Hymnen, regards Avtdq y&p iaxiv f) elprivn. fin&v of v. 14a as the theme statement 
(Themazeile), and divides vv. 14-18 into three strophes: vv. 14b-15a; 15b-16a; 17-18. Wilhelmi, 
'Versohner-Hymnen,' divides w . 14-16 into 2 stanzas (148); Sanders, Hymns, 14. 
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As far as we can tell, v. 14c and v. 15a do not constitute parallelismus membrorum 
and they are not placed on a par {vide infra, my exegesis of v. 14). 1 0 
(3) Many alterations have been made to isolate an existing piece of traditional material 
which many believed the author of Ephesians has incorporated. These modifications, 
however, meddle too much with the given text.1 1 To preserve the consistency of the 
alleged Vorlage, Gnilka, among others, has excluded from it all those elements which 
imply that human beings are reconciled to one another.12 The only reconciliation left 
is that between heaven and earth. The reconciliation between God and the human 
sphere is only implicit and Gnilka has made the author of Ephesians responsible for 
this additional notion. Gnilka's reconstruction has enabled him to exacerbate the 
theses of a 'gnostic' understanding of our text - once the (vertical) barrier/wall 
between humankind is gotten rid of. However, a more adequate explanation is 
possible other than the approach which requires to dislodge so many words and 
phrases in order to make way for the foregoing hypothesis to work properly, not to 
1 0 It will be sufficient to note that this observation by no means suggests that vv. 14-18 do not consist of 
parallel statements. Vv. 15b-16b, for example, are arranged in a form of 'couplet: (a) Xva -to-be, 5<>o 
KTVOXI tv cdttcj) elc, £va Kcuvdv oVvGpawtov (v. 15b) // KCCI (Iva) fatoKcx'taAAc^n. To-bq dcuiporepovc, ev 
evi om\Laxi TO> 6eq> 8i& tofi atcropoU (v. 16a); and (b) itoic&v eipfivr|v (v. 15c) // ctftoKtevvac, TT|V 
e%9pav ev aittto (v. 16b); see also Wilhelmi, 'Versohner-Hymnen,' 148 (i.e. JQ, A and B). 
1 1 Schille, Hymnen, 17ff., regards the following words and phrases as the redaction of the author of 
i Ephesians: vr\v exBpav (v. 14d); dijroKTelvac, rt\v IxBpav ev axn& (v. 16b) ; "bu,tv (v. 17a); oi 
<5cp.(p6iepoi i v evl rcvetyicm (v. 18). For Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 149, thirty-two out of the total number 
of eighty-four words belong to the result of the redactional activity of the author of Ephesians. 
Wilhelmi, 'Versohner-Hymnen,' asserts that the redactional modifications in w . 14-16, which include 
brief, mainly prepositional, additions to the underlying hymnic fragment, highlight the author's own 
christological claims (148). Lincoln, Ephesians, 128 is able to hair-split from the original material the 
following interpolations of the author: xo% 9payu,o$ (v. 14b); ev tfi oapKi OC\)TO$ (v. 14d), t6v vou.ov 
tajv £vioA,(ov ev 86yuaoiv (v. 15a); Si6c TO$ oxaopofl (v. 16a). Cf. Lindemann, Aufhebung, 157. 
Sanders, 'Elements,' concludes that 'the hymn did not entirely serve the author's purpose, so that it was 
necessary for him to expand and interpret it somewhat' (218). 
1 2 Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 147-148; also Schlier, Christus, 83-85. Gnilka's approach has come under 
trenchant criticism by Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' esp. 184. 
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mention the consensus, still wanting, concerning the number of words that need to be 
categorised as the author's redactions.13 
(4) In order to discover the the original Vorlage, some structural indices (e.g. yap, v. 
14a; Koci KTX., V . 17a; on 5 i ' conot) K T X , V . 18a) in the primary text have also been 
dismissed as peripheral or attributed to the author's redactional activity. 1 4 When these 
indices are treated as later interpolations, it is possible for some to suggest that there 
was a specific context (e.g. of cosmic reconciliation) into which the alleged 'hymn' 
once fitted. 1 5 As we shall see, these indices are essential to the meaning of vv. 14-18. 
(5) The attempt to read the neuter formulation in v. 14b (T& a^<poTepa) as a particular 
criterion of traditional material cannot be seen as convincing. Schlier, among others, 
has argued that the neuter words have reference to 'a vestige of a myth of 
reconciliation of heaven and earth', being determined by the religious presuppositions 
which are visible in the Hellenistic myths.16 Dahl concludes that the author has 
reflected with the neuter formulation the myth of a reunion of male and female.17 
Meeks, who regards Schlier's and Dahl's theories as not necessarily mutually 
exclusive, adds that the author!of Ephesians 'historicizes' the mythical language of 
1 3 See also Mufiner, Christus, who points out, and quite rightly so, that 'a defined methodology which 
makes it possible to distinguish tradition and redaction clearly needs to be developed' (96 and n.96); 
Dunn, Unity, who concludes that there are no sufficient grounds for isolating an earlier form which the 
writer has incorporated (132-141, here 139). 
1 1 4 E.g. Lincoln, Ephesians, 128, even omits the connective particle y&p, in his reconstruction of the 
hymn, but see his later comments on v. 14 in 140; also Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 138. Schille, Hymnen, 
24ff. reads the connecting particle as ydp-recitativum seeing it as not having any explanatory force. 
Schille's reading is revived more recently in Wilhelmi, 'Versohner-Hymnus,' 150 and n. 16 who further 
argues that the readers had the quotation already by heart: '[A]ber dennoch kann ein Zitat besonders fur 
einen Horer, der es bereits auswendig kenn, sehr gut causal werden: »Denn« = bekanntlich, vgl. Rom 
10 13'. 
1 5 Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 147-152; Wilhelmi, 'VersOhner-Hymnus,' 148; Lincoln, Ephesians, 128. 
1 6 Schlier, Christus, 18-26;idem, Epheser, 124. Schlier's theory is partially endorsed by Lincoln, 
Ephesians, 128, who argues that the writer of Ephesians may well have taken over traditional material 
which spoke of Christ as the one who brings cosmic peace and reconciliation; idem, 'Use,' 25-26. 
1 7 Dahl,'Geheimnis,'74, n. 45. 
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unification' (italics mine). 1 8 None of these scholars, however, has sought the 
antecedent of the neuter words in its own exegetical context, which reveals that these 
scholars have sidetracked into a peculiar theological slant and based their conclusions 
more on their ingenious theory than on an actual reading of the text. As we shall see, 
the neuter words in v. 14, which I believe hold some significant clues to the purpose 
of our epistle, can be sufficiently explained in the light of the discussion in vv. 11-13. 
These neuter words are closely associated with the Jewish conceptions about 
humanity and linked with the two categories of people which the author has referred 
to in v. 1 l b . 1 9 Thus, it is not necessary for us to have recourse to 'a remnant of the 
traditional material which originally referred to heaven and earth' for our explanation 
of the neuter formulation. 
Other solutions to the difficulties of our present passage have been offered 
over the years.20 It will suffice for our purposes to examine a theory which argues that 
the author of Ephesians provides a christological exegesis of Isa. 9.5-6; 52.7; and 
57.19.21 In the context of vv. 11-22 this exegesis serves to express the miracle of the 
reception precisely of the Gentiles in the church and the nature of this church as the 
1 8 Meeks, 'Unity,' 209-221 combines the theories of Schlier and Dahl (vide intra nn. 16 and 17); see 
also Smith,'One,' 34-35,41; Lincoln, Ephesians, 140. 
1 9 See also Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus, 166 who points out that the 'both' and the 'two' language in 
w. 14ff. is too-much related to the context; also Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' 185,186. 
2 0 Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus, 167. Merklein, 'Komposition,' esp. 95 concludes that w . 14-18 is the 
author's own further refinement of the ecclesiological interpretation of the cosmic Christological hymn 
preserved in Col. 1.15-20; see also Merkel, 'Diskussion,' 3233-3235. On studies positing Jewish 
background, see e.g. Wolter, Rechtfertigung, 62-73; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 112; Smith, 'One,' 
34-54; idem, 'Heresy,' 78-103; Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 285-287; Percy, Probleme, 287-288; 
Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' 182-200; Faust, Pax, 111; Moritz, Mystery, 23-55; Best, Ephesians2, 247-250, 
esp. 250. On studies which focus on the chiastic structure of Eph. 2, see e.g. Thomson, Chiasmus, 84-
115; Kirby, Pentecost, 156; Giavini, 'Structure,' 209-211, esp. 104-105, also 43; Bailey, Poet, 63; 
Turner, Style, 98. Some scholars remain almost silent about the existence of an existing piece of 
traditional Vorlage, e.g. Bruce, Ephesians; Mitton, Ephesians; Caird, Ephesians. 
2 1 So Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' 182-200; Wolter, Rechtfertigung, 62-73; Smith, 'One,' 34-54; 
Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 112; Moritz, Mystery, 23-55. 
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new people of God also becomes visible. 2 2 However, a number of objections tell 
against such a proposal. 
(a) What is not in doubt is that the author alludes to the Jewish scripture which he 
moulds for his own purposes, but it is far from true that this endeavour must 
necessarily be read as a continuous exegesis of a single traditional Vorlage (e.g. of 
Isaiah).23 Rather than introducing a Christian midrash on or exegesis of some Isaianic 
passages, I have argued earlier (supra, Chapter 4) that v. 13 does not consist of a 
citation of Isaiah, but of a representation of the Gentiles who were deemed people at 
the extremity according to Jewish ethnocentricity.24 Although the use of Isaiah (52.19 
and 57.19) in v. 17 is quite explicit (other Jewish scriptures are also present in v. 17!), 
the author has used the Jewish scripture as a tool so that he may turn the tables on the 
practice of Jewish ethnocentrism (vide infra, my exegesis of v. 17). 
(b) While we cannot deny the fact that 'peace' is often understood as a soteriological 
term, denoting God's gracious salvation of mankind, we would constrict the meaning 
of the term i f we equate it with the notion of salvation (i.e. 'salvation of God 
presented in Christ's atoning work', or 'the establishment of communion between 
God and humanity through Christ'). 2 5 We will do better i f information from the 
2 2 Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' here 187. Stuhlmacher's theory is followed by Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 
112. Wolter, Rechtfertigung, 72 suggests that v. 14 is a quotation of Isa. 9.5-6. See also Moritz, 
Mystery, 46, 48. Moritz contends that Isa. 57.19 dominated the author's thought as early as v. 13, and 
this prepared the way for a more explicit use of Isaiah in v. 17. 
2 3 So Moritz,-who argues that Eph. 2.13-17 form a chiastic structure, and 'what appears to be 
deliberately chiastic is in fact the result of the deliberate use of the inclusio consisting of the allusions of 
Isaiah' (29). Moritz's thesis is primarily that w. 14-16 are governed by Isaiah. Moritz is overconfident 
at this point. I disagree with Moritz on the following grounds, (a) The formulation in w . H-13 is 
framed within the 'then-now' schema, and v. 13 must be read in the light of w . 11-12. (b) Moritz has 
watered down too many non-repetitive elements in w . 13 and 17, and the exact wording in these verses 
is far too wide for the claim of a definite inclusio to be substantiated. For a more helpful discussion on 
the possible chiastic structure in Eph. 11.22, see esp. Giavini, 'Structure,' 209-211; Thomson, 
Chiasmus, 234. None of these writers, however, have come to the same conclusion as to the paramaters 
for the chiastic structure of w . 11-22. See further Lincoln, Ephesians, 127; Bullinger, Figures, 245-
249, on the figure of inclusio. 
2 4 See above, my discussion in Chapter 4 ad he. 
2 5 Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' 188. 
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potential OT passages (i.e. Isa. 9.5-6; 52.7; 57.19) is not brought in until the 
epistolary 'situation' has been adequately clarified on the basis of internal evidence, or 
we shall prejudge the result of contextual exegesis. I am convinced that the parameters 
for understanding the 'peace' language in vv. 14, 16b and 18, respectively, can be 
safely set in the discussions of vv. 11-13. There are no good grounds for us to shy 
away from the fact that the author, who succesfully outlined the exclusive attitude of 
the Jews (vv. lib-12), has also implied in his formulations that there existed a less-
than-healthy relation between the two human groups, and this in turn provides the 
most probable background for our understanding of the 'peace' language in vv. 14ff. 
To be sure, the author of Ephesians was caught up in the reconciliation of Jews and 
Gentiles within God's total plan for his cosmos (cf. 1.9-10).26 But his immense 
concern about the reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles has prompted him to invoke the 
'peace' language and in part determined its meaning. 
(c) The argument that there is a single basic document lying behind Eph. 2.14-18 (or 
vv. 13-17) is greatly weakened by the fact that vv.14-18 contain also traditions of 
different origin. We wi l l do better i f we allow our search for the background of vv. 
14-18 to be'broadened to include the possibility that the author has alluded not to one 
unified thought system but to helpful materials from different sources in order to 
express his specific concerns effectively.27 The reflections on the notion of 'making 
peace' (v. 15c), for example, are an indication of points of contact with the realm of 
political rhetoric i n the Graeco-Hellenistic world. The 'body' language can be 
similarly understood, and it probably belongs to the domain of political philosophy of 
2 6 We would need to note that the idea of 'cosmic' reconciliation has already been adumbrated in 1.10, 
whereby the author asserts that all things - both heavenly and earthly - will be united in Christ: 
&vaKE9aXaid>ccccr8ai lit jtdvra ev tq) Xpicnp; cf. Col. 1.20. 
2 7 Cf. Smith, 'One,' passim. 
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the period. The notion of 'one new man' may well have been adopted from the Jewish 
tradition and Paul's earlier writings (2 Cor. 5.17). 
My own inclination is that the 'hymn-like' passages in vv. 14-18 and vv. 11-13 
are interwoven both linguistically and conceptually, and that the discussions of w . 11-
13 set the parameters for our understanding of w . 14-18:28 
(a) The language of ethnic estrangement and discord, as depicted in vv. lib-13a, 
matches perfectly well with that of the integration of 'two' [groups] of people into 
'one' in the narrow context of vv. 14-18. The author who underscored the deficiencies 
of the Gentiles from the perspective of the Jews has brought to light the way in which 
the marginalised Gentiles could become one with the Jews 'in Christ'. 2 9 
(b) Various images of corporate identity/representation are found, respectively, in w . 
11-13 and w . 14-18: the 'body politic of Israel' (v. 12a), the 'one body' (v. 16a) and 
the 'one new man' (v. 15b). The 'one body' language, as we shall see, is being 
directed in a stark contrast to the exclusive, ethnically-based 'body-politic of Israel' 
(not Israel!).30 As we have mentioned earlier (Chapter 4), this peculiar 'body politic' 
is an 'umbrella' entity, denoting;'a community of communities' which would embrace 
the entire Jewish people of a particular region.31 This conclusion has led me to believe 
2 8 See also Porter, KaraXXdaaa, 169-171, 185-189, esp. 185; Bruce, Ephesians, 295; Muflner, 
Epheser, 73ff. 
2 9 This is perhaps the weakest'point of Rese's thesis, 'Vorziige,' 211-222. He recognises the'have not' 
of the Gentiles vis-a-vis Israel but fails to detect that the author of Ephesians has provided a 
characteristically Jewis/i representation of the Gentile 'other' when he speaks of the latter in vv. 11-12. 
Rese's thesis is undennined by his failure to detect.the; Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles embedded 
in w . 11-12 and his comments on the relationship between Israel and Church are gratuitous. ' 
3 0 Contra K&semann,Perspectives, 109-110 who: argues that the body of Christ, ue. a union of 
Christians, both Jews and Gentiles (= a union of two nations) and the people of God (= the Jewish 
Christian people of God) are two Pauline theologoumena which compete with one another. The only 
satisfactory, explanation for this, according to Kasemann, is mat at the time Ephesians was written, the 
Gentiles were pushing the Jewish Christians aside; The writer therefore "reminds: them of the Jewish 
Christians' priority in salvation history. Consequently the continuity with Israel as the people of God is 
energetically stressed; See below my exegesis of v.16, and my critique of Kasemann's theory. : 
3 1 It will be sufficient to note that both jtoAateia and caiuxx are used to denote political bodies, see e.g. 
Plutarch's Philopoemen 8.1-2: T h e Achaeans who united themsleves together to form the 'Achaean 
league at a time when Greece was weak and easily drifted into individual city-states, had also proposed 
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that the thesis that '[Eph.] 2.19 takes up where v. 12 left off with a straightforward 
reversal of the Gentiles' previous relationship to Israel' is unsafe, for the different 
imagery of corporate identities mentioned above provides a sufficient link between 
vv. 11-13 and w . 14-18. 
(c) There is also little doubt that the death of Christ, which is hinted at in v. 13 and 
elsewhere, continues to be a prominent theme in vv. 14-18.32 The same theme is now 
expanded by the smooth transition from vv. 11-13 to w . 14-18 via the reduplication 
of some key-words/phrases which have their focus on Christ or his reconciling work: 
ev xq) at|xaxi xou Xpicxov (v. 13b); ev xfj oapKi awxm (v. 14c); 8ia xo% cxavpov 
(v. 16a); ev oirap (i.e. through the cross, v. 16b); and Si' CCUTO$ ( V . 18).33 These key 
words and phrases help to explain not only the Christ who brought 'near' the Gentiles 
by deconstructing the polarisation of Jew and Gentile, but also help to confirm the 
author's conviction that Christ is the antidote to the problem of ethnic estrangement. 
The 'far off-near' language in v. 13 which re-emerges in v. 17 can be understood in 
the same light. The claim that the author of Ephesiahs has stepped aside from his main 
/ 
theme in w . 14ff. is weakened by both the linguistic and conceptual links between the 
two units. 
(d) Despite the gnostic redemption saga which suggests that the 'flesh' in v.l4d 
denotes the gnostic redeemer who breaks down of the cosmic wall separating heaven 
and earth, this interpretation must be dismissed on the grounds that the author of 
to form the Peloponnesus into a single political body and one power (taq Se 6|iovoia KCCI itoXateift 
KaTau,iYv6vTC<; etq bwoix;, £v qcfytot KCCI uiav 8<>vau,iv KaTocaice'o&occi 8IEVOO$VTO T^V 
IleXoroiwncov)'; cf. Polybius, Histories 2.38.4; 2.43.3, 35; 2.44.5; 2.57.1; Plutarch, Agesilaus 23.7.5; 
Aratus 9.6.3; Philepoemen, 16.6.3. See further Giovannini, 'Commonwealth,' 265-286; Applebaum, 
'Communities,' esp. 475, 485, 491. See also my discussion of v. 12a in my Chapter 4, section 3.3.1. 
3 2 See especially Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 106-107, 111-112. 
3 3 Contra Fischer, Tendenz, 137, who argues that the notion of 'cross' in Ephesians has an essentially 
different meaning from that of Paul: the cross in Ephesians has a 'corrective function', but it is no 
longer the centre of the author's christology. 
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Ephesians is probably employing a play on words (paronomasia): the 'flesh' by which 
the distinctive identity of the Jews as the chosen people of God is strengthened (v. 
11c) is invalidated in Christ's own 'flesh' (i.e. on the cross, see infra my exegesis of 
v. 14c). This explanation more closely fits the context. 
(e) Do vv. 14-18 lend support to the view that these verses consist of 'a somewhat 
conflicting perspective', speaking of Israel as the elect of God on the one hand and of 
both Jews and Gentiles being reconciled to God? Probably not. To appreciate the 
precise nature of reconciliation as portrayed in w . 14-18, it is necessary to decide at 
the outset whether Israel had been involved in alienating the Gentiles and whether the 
Gentiles had become the injured/antagonised parties (see infra, my exegesis of v. 15b-
16b).34 As mentioned in the previous chapter (chapter 3), the Gentiles had been 
estranged (and antagonised) from Israel and Israel's God-given privileges by the 
'circumcision'/Jews. My contention is that there is an ethnic factor which can shed 
significant light on the notion of enmity/antagonism (w. 14, 16), and this factor best 
explains the need of reconciliation of both Jews and Gentiles. Still more importantly, 
the reconciliation of the two hunian groups is integral to peace with God, although the 
vertical aspect of reconciliation, namely the reconciliation between God and Gentile 
or between God and Jew, is 'secondary' in the sense that God is not depicted in the 
context of Eph. 2.11-18 as the antagonised or directly 'injured' party but as the 
ultimate goal of ethnic reconciliation (v. 18).35 The alleged conflicting perspectives 
can only be sustained when the ethnic factor is ignored.36 
3 4 See in particular Porter, KarccXXdcaam, 16-17, on the usage of the term KcrcaMAoaoo and its 
cognates in the extant Greek literature. 
3 5 Contra Best, Epheisans, 264-265, 271; Lincoln, Ephesians, 146. 
3 6 Contra Lincoln, Ephesians, 145 rightly observes that 'the Gentiles' alienation from Israel involved 
alienation from God'. Nevertheless, he has failed to recognise the fact that Gentiles' alienation from 
God is also the upshot of the exclusive attitudes of the Jews. Percy, Probleme, 278-286, who contends 
that Eph. 2.11-22 is not primarily concerned with the unity of Jews and Gentiles, but with the unity 
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4.3 Eph. 2.14-18: An Amplification of the Laudable Act of Christ 
Instead of reading vv. 14-18 as an excursus consisting of an existing piece Of 
traditional material or a Christian midrash on or exegesis of a single Jewish Vorlage, 
this study contends that Eph. 2. 14-18 is encomiastic: it is in praise of the 
extraordinary achievements of Christ as a peace-bringer to divided humanity via 
amplification (i\ au^ncicj. The author who is caught up in the estrangement of 
Gentiles from Israel and Israel's God-given grace claims that Christ has resolved the 
hostility between Jew and Gentile. More than that, his articulation of the theme of 
reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles via amplificatio also serves to evoke thoughts of 
the magnanimity of Christ and his reconciling work.37 
The praise of famous figures is a common practice m ancient epideictic 
rhetoric38 which concerns questions regarding what is honourable (e. g. Aristotle, 
Rhet. 1367 °33). It is also in praise of these figures that the greatness of their virtue is 
set forth (e.g. Quintilian 3.7.1-17, esp. 3.7.10-17 [on praise]; [Cicero], Ad Her. 
1.5.8).39 Epideictic or encomiastic speech is often used in the amplification40 of 
between individual members of^  the community without regard to their ethnic descent; the ethnic 
contrast between Jews and Gentiles belongs apparently for the author, as for the readers now, 
completely to the past; cf. idern; -Probleme;' 178-194, where Percy argues mat me real meme^  
2.11-22 is that Gentiles and Jews participate in salvation in equal manner and have equal standing 
before God, and the main stumbling block that prevents this equality is the Law (187-188). . 
3 7 Gf. Aristotle, who writes: i'Magnanimity is a virtue productive of great benefits; the contrary is little-
mindedness ( ) i iKpo \ | /«x ' i a ) ' (Rhet. 1366 b l l ) ; c f . idem, Rhet. 1366 ^5-6.' . -
3 8 See e.g. [Aristode], Rhet. Alex. 1426 H-l, who writes: 'When eulogizing one must show in one's 
speech that one o f these things (sc. just, lawful, expedient, noble, pleasant, etc) belong t o the person in 
question or to his actions, as directly effected by him or produced through his agency or incidentally 
resulting from his action or done as a means of it or involving it as an indispensable condition of its 
performance...'; cf. Quintilian 3A12-13. See further Burgess, 'Epideictic Literature,' esp. 105, n. 3. 
3 9 Rhetorical eulogy is common in the ancient world: see e.g. Isocrates, Evagoras, Helen, Busiris< etc. 
4 0 See e.g. Aristotle, Rhet. 1368 a38, who writes: 'We must also employ many of the means of 
amplifications; for instance, if a man has done anything alone, or first, or with a few, or has been chiefly 
responsible for it; all these circumstances render an action noble...'. For discussion of amplification as 
one of the most essential ingredients in ancient eulogistic species of oratory^To^YKroniaaiiiKdv), see 
especially Aristotle, Rhet. 1368 a33, 39; 1391 b4; [Aristotle], Rh. Alex. 1425 b34-1426 b20; Quintilian, 
Inst. Or.8.4.1-29; Amplification is also used in species of oratory other than encomium, see e.g. 
[Aristotle], Rhet. Alex; 3.1426 b 17-20; h* this study I have followed the definition of 'amplification' 
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creditable purposes, actions and speeches and qualities attributed to persons eulogised 
(Aristotle, Rhet. 1368 a38-39; [Aristotle], Rhet Ad Alex. 1425 b36-37). This explains 
why ancient rhetorical 'handbooks' devoted enormous space to the topos of 
amplification, for this is the most appropriate device in epideictic rhetoric (e.g. 
Aristotle, Rhet. 1368 MO; 1391 b18; Quintilian, 3.7.6), and is often ranked as one 
form of encomium which expands and enriches arguments (e.g. Aristotle, Rhet. 1368 
a39; [Cicero], Ad Her. 2.29.46). The elements out of which one ought to have 
composed rhetorical eulogy were already underscored in the works of Isocrates (e. g. 
Helen 11; Busiris 9; Evagoras, passim; cf. Philo, Leg. Gaium, 143-147, etc), but it 
was Aristotle who set the trend for subsequent treatment by providing a catalogue of 
virtues and achievements (i.e. the 'signs of moral habit') that one should amplify in 
eulogistic oratory. The components of virtues which became 'the materials of 
amplification' include: justice, courage, self-control, magnificence, magnanimity, 
liberality, gentleness, practical wisdom, and so forth (Aristotle, Rhet. 1366 b3-19; 
1393 a26; [Aristotle], Rhet. Ad Alex. 1425 b40-1426 a 3; 1440 b15-19, cf. 1421 b23-
1423 a8; [Cicero], Ad Her. 3,2.3-3.4.7). The greatest virtues, according to these 
handbooks,/must necessarily be those which are most beneficial to others (e.g. 
Aristotle, Rhet. 1366 b 6; [Aristotle], Rhet. Ad Alex. 1426 al-19, at), and various 
methods of amplification were developed after Aristotle (Aristotle, 1368 a38-40; 
[Aristotle], Rhet. Ad. Alex. 1426 a20-1426 b 21 ; Quintilian, 8.4.1-27; [Cicero], Ac? Her. 
2. 30.47-49, at). 
given by Freese, who writes: (Amplification is to be understood of the exeggeration of both great and 
small things. It is most suited to epideictic oratory, in which there is no doubt as to the facts; so that it is 
only necessary to accentuate their importance or non-importance' {Rhetoric, 264-265). See also 
Hellholm, 'Amplification esp. 137; Bauer, 'Amplificatio,' 445-471; Lausberg, Elemente, esp. 32, 58-
63. 
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In light of what is said in the foregoing, it is my conviction that Eph. 2.14-18, 
which consists of an extended discussion of the reconciling work of Christ (v. 13), can 
be best explained in terms of amplification: after the author has made the assertion 
that the Gentiles were brought near in the blood of Christ (v. 13b), he eulogises Christ 
by accentuating Christ's virtuous acts as a peace bringer who is putting to an end the 
hostility between Jew and Gentile.41 His methods of amplification include: 
(a) Reasoning (ratiocinatio, Quintilian, 8.4.15-26 ; [Cicero], Ad Her., 
2.18.28). This form of amplification best explains the statement in v. 14a. It sets forth 
the causal basis for the statement which the author has made earlier, by intensifying 
the correctness of the proposition that Christ had truly brought the Gentiles 'near' (i.e. 
v. 13). Its (rhetorical) effect, however, is not found in the commencing statement (i.e. 
'For he (Christ) is our peace', v. 14a) itself. Rather, the function of the foregoing 
statement is to lead the readers on from the idea of 'peace' to Christ 'who made both 
one' (v. 14b) and who 'destroys the dividing wall/barrier' (w. 14c), and so forth. By 
lingering on the opening statement in v. 14a, the author is now inviting his 
audience/recipients, who are the beneficiaries who are those of Christ's reconciling 
work, to estimate the content of 'peace' and to ponder upon what Christ was expected 
to accomplish in order to instil genuine peace/reconciliation. 
(b) Augmentation {incrementwn, Quintilian, 8.4.4-8; 9.3.28; [Cicero], Ad Her. 
4.28.38). The distinctive feature of this form of amplification is its ability to 
strengthen the argument, e.g. 'He is our peace..., making peace..., he preached peace 
to you the far off and peace to the near' (vv. 14a, 15c, 17). The rhetorical effect of this 
form of amplification is that each clause is made more forcible than that which went 
4 1 For a discussion of the proper place where amplification should be introduced, see especially Cicero, 
Part. Or. 8.27, who writes: 'Although amplification has its own proper place, often in the opening of a 
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before. Thus, the reduplication of 'peace' in v. 17 is to show not so much that Christ 
had preached to Gentiles and Jews separately but that Christ is magnanimous, and his 
inclusive approach praiseworthy.42 He not only preached peace to the less significant, 
i.e. the marginalised or the 'far off (17a), but also to the greater, i.e. the advantaged or 
the 'near' (v. 17b). 
(c) Accumulation or 'piling up of words' (congeries, Quintilian, 8.4.26-27; 
[Cicero], Ad Her. 2.18.28). Although this form of amplification is closely associated 
with the foregoing (b), it refers to the accumulation of words and sentences which are 
almost synonymous or identical in meaning. We may take the parallelismus 
membrorum (i.e. an arrangement into couplets) in vv. 15b-16 for our example: 'in 
order that he might create... making peace; and [in order] that he might reconcile... 
killing the enmity...' (w. 15b-c, v. 16); similarly, 'the dividing wall of partition' (v. 
14b);43 and, 'the law of commandments in ordinances' (15a).44 What has often been 
deemed glossy, redundant, redactional or 'clarificatory stataments of the author' (as 
Wilhelmi says) are actually concrete displays of amplification!45 These accumulations 
also serve effectively as additional arguments which corroborate the briefly presented 
reason (ratio) indicated in v. 14a. 
(d) Comparison (comparatio, Quintilian, 8.4.2, 9-14; see also Aristotle, Rhet. 
1368 a38-39; [Aristotle], Rhet. Ad Alex., 1426 a23-27;1426 a28-1426 b12). Perhaps 
speech, and almost always at the end, yet it is to be used also in other parts of the discourse, especially 
\when a point has been proved and refuted'. See also [Cicero], Ad Herennium 2.30.47-49. 
4 2 See e.g. Lincoln, Ephesians, 146-149, who reads v. 17 in its literalnesss, by analysing the meanings 
of words, phrases and sentences (i.e. 'sentence meaning'); Best, Ephesians2, 269-273, and others. 
However, the same sentence in v. 17 could mean more than what the author says, see in particular 
Searle, Expression, 30; Levinson, Pragmatics, ch. 3 [on 'Conversational Implicature'], 97ff.; Barthes, 
Challenge, 173-178; Holmes, Sociolinguistics, 285-295; Thomas, Interaction, esp. 33-54, 55-86. 
4 3 It is generally agreed among scholars that the genitive phrase xcfo (ppctyu-oS is epexegetic, i.e. it 
elaborates the meaning of x6 USOOTOIXOV. See Sellin, 'Genitive,' here 96-98. 
4 4 Thus Sellin, 'Genitive,' who writes: 'Die rhetorische Wirkung dieser dreifachen Synonymitat ist 
zunachst eine Intensivierung und Steigerung' (90, also n. 23). 
4 5 Contra Gnilka; Lincoln; Sanders; Wilhelmi, etal. 
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this is the subtlest, if not the most important method of amplification in our passage. It 
is made most striking by displaying openly the magnanimity of Christ from cases of 
the opposite: if Christ's inclusive attitude/approach is praiseworthy and his 
magnanimity virtuous (w. 17-18, vide intra, [b]), what about that of the Jews (cf. vv. 
lib-12)? By placing side by side two contrasting set of attitudes/approaches,46 the 
author, who has not lost sight of Jews/Judaism, has effectively evoked in his Gentile 
recipients thought of the virtuous qualities of Christ who embraces all and of the 
narrowly defined, inward-looking Jews/Judaism. 
In sum, many recent studies have tried to 'discover* the hymnic nature of Eph. 
2.14ff., but the attempts to explore the (rhetorical) effect of the eulogistic speech in 
praise of Christ vis-a-vis Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles are slight.47 My analysis 
in the foregoing paragraphs has led me to conclude that Eph. 2. 14-18 reflect most 
probably the author's conscious compositional effort to eulogise Christ by 
accentuating his reconciliatory work and magnanimity.48 The most striking effect of 
the author's amplificatio is that his encomiastic statements about Christ are set in 
comparison with those about me/attitude of the Jews toward the Gentiles (vv. 1 lb-12). 
What becomes immediately clear in this ingenious composition is that in so doing he 
is able to set in comparison with the magnanimity of Christ the exclusive attitude of 
the Jews toward the Gentiles. We may say that the amplification, which comes 
immediately after the author has fleshed out the Jewish perception of the Gentiles, is 
4 6 According to ancient rhetorical 'handbooks', one of the methods of amplification is to set in 
comparison with the thing (or person) one says the smallest of the things that fall into the same class, 
for thus one's case will appear magnified, see e.g. Isocrates, Evagoras 49, 52-57; Helen 22. 
4 7 Although Sellin, 'Genitive,' esp. 90-91, and n. 23 recognises the rhetorical effect of amplificatio 
('Steigerung') in vv. 14-18, he does not however find any connections between the magnanimity of 
Christ and the Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles. 
4 8 The death of Christ as a means of reconciliation also fits well in Hellenistic thought, and can easily 
evoke the thought that 'the works and sufferings of a good man are noble' (icaXd, Aristotle, Rhet. 1366 
b l l , 14; [Aristotle], Rhet. Ad Alex. 1425 b36-1426a3). 
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prompted indeed by the latter, and has two major effects. In the first place, it could 
easily induce the Gentile recipients for whom he wrote to emulate the qualities of 
Christ which he accentuated (such as Christ's undisguised inclusivism, vide infra, my 
exegesis of v. 18).49 He maximises the expedient, noble act of Christ who brings 
peace to estranged humanity, whose death has in the author's perception provided a 
new framework (pax Christi) within which mutual acceptance or 'the oneness of 
spirit' between Jews and Gentiles may then be filled out (v. 18; also 4.1-6). In the 
second place, the author who praises Christ has, by implication, also repudiated the 
attitude of excluding or factionalising rather than of integrating. He presumably is 
denouncing the Jews who concerned themselves exclusively with the question of their 
own ethnic and religious identity but ignored the overall plan of God to include both 
Jews and Gentiles as his own people. 
4.4 'He is Our Peace': Christ and Ethnic Reconciliation 
We have shown in the preceding paragraphs that the discussion in vv. 11-13 
should set the parameters for understanding vv. 14ff.50 Our present task is to explore 
..•) 
the way in which the author expands the reconciling work of Christ which he has 
already adumbrated in his earlier argument (v. 13b). 
4 9 For a discussion of this particular purpose in eulogistic oratory, see esp. Isocrates, Evagoras 75, 77, 
80; Busiris 47; [Cicero], Ad. Her. 4.15.22; 4.39.51; 3.13.24. 
5 0 See also Porter, KataXXdaato, 185. 
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4.4.1 Amoq y&p ecxiv r\ eipr|vri r\\i(bv, 6 7ioirjaa<; xa ajx(poxepa ev(w. 14a-b)51 
The connections between our present passage in vv. 14-18 and the claims 
made by the author in his previous statements are now provided sufficiently as he 
amplifies these claims by explaining52 why (and how) the hitherto defective status of 
Gentiles as Gentiles can now be redefined.53 The distinctive feature of this form of 
amplification, however, is that its (rhetorical) effect is brought about at points other 
than where it is actually produced. So when the author argues that 'He (Christ) is our 
peace' (v. 14a),54 the meaning of 'our peace' is not immediately clear in itself. But as 
he fleshes it out, enlarging it, the perplexing reference55 to 'peace' in v. 14a is 
followed by a focus on the reconciling work of Christ in statements such as 'the one 
who made both one and destroyed the dividing wall...' (vv. 14b; also 14c, 15a). The 
5 1 The articular participle (6 novfyoac,) is appositional to the masculine pronoun aindc, which refers 
back to 'Christ* in v. 13. 
5 2 The usage of y&p in our epistle is predominantly 'reason'': see e.g. Eph. 2.8, 10; 5.5, 9, 12, 14, 14 
(NA2 7), 29; 6.1; also 2 Cor. 11.14; also Matt. 1.21; Luke 20.42; John 2.25; Heb. 13.5. See also my 
discussion of 'ratiocinatio', intra. 
5 3 Contra Schille, Hymnen, 24 who reads w. 14ff. as an excursus and concludes that the author has 
introduced in v. 14a a traditional Vorliage or hymnic fragement by an 'introductory' particle, i.e. y<ip-
recitativum; also Schlier, Epheser, 122; Wilhelmi, 'Vers6hner-Hymnen,' 150, n. 16. Examples of y&p-
recitativum are clearly found in the NT writings, by which the Jewish scriptures are often quoted: see 
e.g. Rom. 10.13; 13.9; 1 Cor. 10.26; 15.27; Heb. 10.15-16. However, none of these y&p-recitativa can 
be isolated from its exegetical context, and make it lose its predominantly explanatory force. In 
addition to this, it is always possible for us to tell, with the help of other 'purple' indicators, whether 
traditional materials such as those from the Jewish scripture are incorporated: see e.g. Rom. 2.24: 'For 
it is written...'; Rom. 9. 17: 'For the scripture says to Pharaoh...'; Rom. 10.5: 'For Moses writes that...'; 
also Rom. 10.11, 16; 1 Cor. 1.19; Gal. 3.10; 1 Tim. 5.18, et al. Given that these indicators are not 
present in Schille's reading, his Y&p-recitativum must be deemed less than helpful in the sense that it is 
engendered not so much by any serious exegetical considerations as by the theological assertion that the 
alleged Vorlage - be it gnostic or early Christological hymn - is simply present and that its meaning can 
be determined by isolating it from the exegetical context of the given text. For a criticism of Schille's 
approach, see e.g. Deichgritber, Gotteshymnus, who concludes: 'Das W8rtchen y6tp in V. 14 ist nicht 
..ydp-recitativum", sondern ein ganz gewohnliches, kausal verkniipfendes ydp' (166); Merklein, 
'Komposition,' esp: 82-83, 88-95. 
5 4 The pronoun ainoc, which precedes the causal conjunction occupies a position of emphasis, BDF, 
§475(1). 
5 5 See e.g. Lindemann, Aufhebung, who writes: 'In 2, 14 stellt sich die Frage, ob an den Frieden 
zwischen Gott und Mensch, an die Vereinigung von Juden und Heiden oder aber an beides zugleich 
gedacht ist; dabei ist jedoch unabhangig vom jetzigen Sinn der Stelle zunachst zu fragen, was eipTjvri in 
der Vorlage konkret bedeutete' (160). 
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author's language here is downright reconciliatory, and this in turn sets the tone for 
his subsequent arguments. 
Since there is nothing in the previous verses (vv. 11-13) that corresponds with 
the ideas of 'both' (xa au.(p6Tepoc) other than the obvious polarization (and alienation) 
of the 'circumcision' and the 'uncircumcision' - a point missed by most commentators 
(vv. l i b and 11c),56 the neuter formulation here reflects most probably Jews and 
Gentiles who were estranged from one another by the act and fact of 
(un)circumcision.57 To be sure, the formulation echoes the Jewish perspective that 
humanity can be divided into 'two' and that only one pf the two is entitled to God's 
grace. Such 'us-them' division was far from healthy, and must have created 
considerable tensions between the 'haves' and the 'have nots'. This needs to be borne 
in mind before one can truly appreciate the reconciling work of Christ. There is, 
therefore, no compelling reason for us to accept the suggestion that the neuter words 
are determined by the religious presuppositions which are visible in the Hellenistic 
myths58 or that the author of Ephesians is now historicizing the mythical language of 
5 6 MuBner, Epheser, 75 has proposed an ambivalent character for the neuter words, suggesting that they 
should refer to the two realms, the two human groups and divisions of the two groups in religious 
realms. 
5 7 The neuter auqxkepa can be used to denote persons if it is is not an individual but a general quality 
that is to be emphasised, see e.g. Dionysius Halicarnassus, Rom. Ant. 6.85.1, where the same neuter 
word is used with reference to two social groups in a state-body, i.e. those who formed the Senate and 
the multitudes or plebians. The term auxporepa and its variants are also found in Dio's political 
speeches, denoting two rival groups of peoples, see e.g. Or. 38.43, 45, 46. In Aristides, Panathenicus 
41.3, the word is used to denote two distinguishable genders: 'Zeus had intercourse with Semele and 
when Semele conceived, Zeus wished to be both father and mother of Dionysius (6 Ze-bq {JouX6u«vo<; 
&u.q>6repa avt6? x& Aiovoccp YEv^ofkn narrp te iced u r^rnp)'. See also Schlatter, Briefe, 184; 
Merklein,'Komposition,'84; BDF, §138(1); LSJ, s.v. 
5 8 Contra Schlier, Christus, 18-26, who argues that the author of Ephesians is referring to 'a vestige of 
a myth of reconciliation of heaven and earth'; cf. idem, Epheser, 124. Schlier's theory is partially 
endorsed by Lincoln, Ephesians, 128, 140-141 who argues that the writer of Ephesians may well have 
taken over traditional material which spoke of Christ as the one who brings cosmic peace and 
reconciliation, but this material which lies behind w. 14-16 need not be thought to have a Gnostic 
origin; cf. idem, 'Use,' 25-26. Dahl, 'Geheimnis,' 74, n. 45, who contends that the phrase in vv. 14a-b 
reflects the myth of a reunion of male and female; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 139; Martin, Reconciliation, 
173; Lindemann, Aufhebung, 160; idem, Epheser, 49,51. 
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unification.59 Rather, the author amplifies the reconciling activity of Christ in 
making/creating60 the non-Jews who were situated at the extremity of the Jewish 
world (v. 13a) and the Jews, who had turned Israel's privileges into ethnic and 
national assets into one harmonious whole (cf. v. 10). He assumes that the two parts 
of humanity are kept apart because of Jewish ethnocentricity, and that Christ, the 
embodiment of 'peace', has come to bridge the gap between the two ethnic groups.61 
As we shall see below, this particular notion of the creative act of Christ is further 
exemplified as the author sets out to focus on Christ as making the divided humanity 
into 'one new man' (v. 15a). 
To sum up. Although 'peace' is often understood as a soteriological term 
elsewhere, its usage goes beyond this in our present context (cf. 4.3; 1 Cor. 14.33; 
Gal. 5.22),62 and is best explained against the backcloth of a Jewish perspective in 
which a less-than-healthy attitude of the Jews has already been implied by the 
author.63 The 'peace' language is prompted precisely by the author's concern about 
5 9 Contra Meeks, 'Unity,' 209-221 who combines the theories of Schlier and Dahl (see n. 62), but adds 
that the author of Ephesians 'historicizes the mythical language of unification' (215); also Kasemann, 
Versuche, 1.280-283, here 280; idem, flEpheserbrief,' in RGG, 518. 
6 0 In the LXX the verb rcoii© is often used for K~D, denoting the activity of Yahweh in the creation of 
the world: see1 e.g. Gen. 1.1; 2.2;^ Exod. 20.11; Prov. 14.31; Isa. 43.1; 44.2; Wisd. 1.13; 9.9; Sir. 7.30; 
32.13; Tob. 8.6; Jdth. 8.14; Bar. 3.35; 4.7; 2 Mace. 7.28; Philo, Sac. Abel 65; Sib. Or. 3.28. The NT 
writers have extended the LXX usage to express the notion of creation: Matt. 19.4; Mark 10.6, par. 
Gen. 1.27; Acts 4.24; 14.15; 17.24; Rom. 9.20-21, et al. The verb noiim also fits very well the 
Hellenistic thought of creative activity (e.g., of Zeus): see e.g. Hesiod, Op. 109f.; Epictetus, 1.6.11; 
1.9.7; 4.7.6; Aristides, Or. 43.7, et al. See further Braun, 'Koxkca,' 459-460, 463; BAGD, lfi; Louw & 
Nida, §42.29, 30, 35. 
6 1 The genitive in r\ eip v^n. T|u,cov denotes that both the 'circumcision' and the 'uncircumcison' are 
recipients of the advantage which Christ brought; see also Martin, Reconciliation, 187-188; Robinson, 
xEphesians, 160. 
6 2 Pace Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' 187ff.; Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 261 n. 36; Wolter, Rechtfertigung, 72. But 
see von Rad, 'evp v^n,' 400-405, who concludes that peace can mean 'wholeness, not just in the sense of 
fullness for the individual but for the totality of human relationships within a community. A community 
characterised as a perfect harmony of free persons with their Lord and with one another is a political as 
well as a religious one'; Gaston, Stones, 335, who concludes that 'the redemption which the Messiah 
has come to bring to Israel will mean peace for all Israel and peace between Israel and the nations'. 
6 3 Contra Sanders, Schismatics, 200-202, who fails to acknowledge the exclusive attitude of the Jews 
as indicated in w. 11-13. This failure leads Sanders to conclude that the '[law] observant Jewish 
Christians have become, for the author of Ephesians, relics hindering the effecting of the christological 
unity' (201, italics mine). 
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the Jewish attitude toward the Gentiles and the less-than-healthy relationships as 
implied in that attitude. When 'peace' in v. 14a (and later vv. 15c, 17) is understood in 
this sense, it best accounts for the need of reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles which 
involves inevitably the cessation of estrangement and antagonistic attitudes. 
Christ is portrayed as the mediator of peace or the bearer of reconciliation. He 
effects peace by bringing to an end the estrangement between Jews and Gentiles. He 
'made both one' not because the differences between Gentiles and Jews as two 
distinct ethnic groups are diminished but because Jewish identity had become so 
confused with Israel and Israel's God-given grace that this had been turned into a 
boundary marker by the Jews, separating and distinguishing Jews from the rest of 
humanity. Our understanding of Christ as the embodiment of the 'peace' requires us 
to account for the ethnic factor which involves the estrangement of Gentiles from 
Israel by the Jews, and most importantly, the annulment of the social distance between 
the two by Christ. As we shall see, Christ who concludes peace has through his death 
on the cross become the terms of peace (w. 15c, 16b). His death is the most decisive 
factor which determines the wa^ in which a 'settlement' between the two estranged 
groups could be attained. 
4.4.2 Kcri x6 |X£o6xotxov to$ <ppccyn.o\> (6) Maac, (14c) 
The powerful image of a dividing wall is now grafted to the foregoing 
imagery, fleshing out the nature of Christ's peace-making ministry in more vivid 
terms. Here the need to break down the wall is presumably an indicator of the 
disharmony or the absence of 'peace' between the divided groups. 
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At least three major hypotheses have been proposed in recent decades as to 
what the author of Ephesians intended by the 'wall' metaphor. The first alternative is 
the previously much promoted view that the wall refers to the cosmic wall between 
the heavenly realms and the human sphere on earth,64 and that a gnostic redeemer has 
penetrated this wall, encountered enmity from heavenly powers and angelic powers, 
destroyed the wall and the enmity, and thus created peace.65 As competent scholars in 
the field of history of religions have contested rather than confirmed the Gnostic 
influence upon our present passage on which theological interpreters had built their 
theories, this reading has now fallen by the wayside.66 
The second alternative reads the 'law of the commandments with the statutes' 
as the dividing wall/fence.67 The law, according to this view is the stumbling block 
between Jew and Gentile.68 To support this interpretation, reference has often been 
made to the Hellenistic-Jewish comparative materials such as the Epistle of Aristeas 
139, 142 and other Jewish sources which claimed that the Torah itself provides an 
6 4 So Schlier, Christus, 18-26; idem, Epheser, 124; Dibelius, Epheser, 69; Fischer, Tendenz, 133; 
Pokormf, Epheserbrief, 117-124. Schneider, 'U£O6TOIZOV,' 625, writes: 'The wall of partition which 
consists in the fence between God and man.' See also Lincoln, Ephesians, 141, who suggests a dual 
significance of the metaphor: '[OJrigmally, the dividing wall had reference to a cosmic wall. The 
explanation that it is a fence is the writer's gloss in order to adapt to this new context'. It is probably 
better to look at our epistle individually, since otherwise its distinctive features might be lost. 
6 5 So Fischer, Tendenz, 132; Conzelmann, Epheser, 99-101; Lindemann, Aufhebung, 162-164; Wengst, 
Lieder, 181ff. 
6 6 For a recent review of this theory, see esp. Perkins, Gnosticism, esp. 91, 100; see also Barth, 
Traditions,' esp. 20-21; Schnelle, History, 309. Newman, however, suggests that a similar gnostic idea 
(without the gnostic redeemer as such) is attested in Jewish mystical sources such as the Hekhalot 
textss, but also in earlier texts, see esp. his Glory-Christology, passim. 
6 7 So Mv&ner,'Epheser, 76-77; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 114; Lincoln, 141-142; Moritz, Mystery, 
40-42, etal. 
6 8 So Dahl, 'Gentiles,' who writes: "The commandments of the Law are envisaged as a set of rules for 
common life and worship, a fence around Israel and a dividing wall that kept aliens outside and became 
a cause of hostility' (36). Moritz, Mystery, who concludes that '[t]he Law of commandments was a 
stumbling block to peace' (40); Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' 186, 194; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 112-114; 
Lincoln, Ephesians, 141; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 140; Caird, Letters, 58-59. Koster, Introduction, 270 
overstates the two-fold function of the 'wall', namely that 'the law is abolished not only as the dividing 
wall between Jews and Gentiles, but also as the cosmic wall between the heavenly realms and the 
human sphere on earth' (italics mine). Martin, Reconciliation, 174, argues that v. 15 portrays a 'more 
sinister understanding of the Torah'; also 185-187; Perkins, Gnosticism, 91. See also Radl, 
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'iron wall' and a 'fence' surrounding Israel (e.g. m. Abot. 1.1-2; 3.18).69 'The law,' in 
Lincoln's words, 'in functioning as a fence to protect Israel from the impurity of the 
Gentiles, became such a sign of Jewish particularism that it also alienated Gentiles 
and became a cause of hostility'.70 This interpretation, however, is not entirely 
satisfactory, and I would challenge it in three major ways. 
(a) To scholars who place the function of the law in our passage and that of 
Aristeas on a par, it must be said that this misconstrues the point of focus in Aristeas, 
which aims, most probably, to synthesize Judaism and Hellenisim by extending a 
famous Greek story to the situation of the Jews.71 Arist. 139-142 belonged to the 
Jewish story of self-aggrandisation: its author portrays the Jews as people held most 
dear to their own God. His idealized description of the Jews, and in particular his use 
of the 'wall' language, is reminiscent of the great legends about the Trojans in Greek 
literature. According to Homer's Iliad, Poseidon (the 'earth shaker') had 'built for the 
Trojans round about their city a wall, wide and exceeding fair, that the city might 
never be broken' (21.441-449, cf. 7.452-453). Concerning the city of the Trojans as 
Zeus's most honoured city on jearth, Homer writes: 'For all cities beneath sun and 
starry heaven wherein men that dwell upon the face of the earth have their abodes, of 
these sacred Uios [sc. city of the Trojans] was most honoured of my heart' (Iliad 4.43-
49).72 The Greek story is expanded in great length by Dio in one of his political 
speeches to the assembly of Tarsus.73 Dio's emphasis on the Trojans' wall which 
'u.eo6toixov,' who writes: 'The dividing wall formed by the barrier of the law, which separates Jews 
and Gentiles before Christ' (412); Paulsen, '(ppaYu.o?,' 437; BAGD, 9pa7u,6<; s.v. 2. 
6 9 So MuBner, Epheser, 75-77, et al. 
7 0 Lincoln, Ephesians, 141. 
7 1 For a helpful discussion of the various Greek elements alluded to in Aristeas, see especially 
Nickelsburg,'Stories,'33-87, esp. 75-80. 
7 2 See further Kirk, Iliad; Richardson, Iliad. 
7 3 In Or. 33. 33.21, Dio writes: 'And not only were the Trojans distinguished for wealth and richness of 
soil and number of inhabitants, but also human beings born at Troy were very beautiful, both men and 
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fenced them about was to flesh out the distinctiveness of the Trojans: they were the 
most blessed people of all and were different from the rest of the world.74 It is highly 
possible, and perhaps probable, that both linguistically and conceptually the author of 
Aristeas stood in the Greek tradition and that his own version of the 'wall' language 
represents the perspective of a Hellenized Jew who wished to convey to his audience 
the idea that the Jews were marked out and separated from the rest of the world by 
their own God: just like the Trojans, the Jews were the people held most dear to God, 
and Moses, whose role is likened to that of Poseidon, has 'hedged' (TtEpupp&aoeiv) 
the beloved people of God on all sides with strict observances connected with meat 
and drink and touch and hearing and sight, after the manner of the law. We are told 
that Eleazer's apologia for the Jewish law is firmly established as his tenacious 
assertion is placed in the mouth of an Egyptian priest who 'confirmed' his claims that 
the Jews were the 'men of God' indeed (Arist. 140). 
If our analysis in the foregoing is correct, the point of focus in Arist. 139 and 
142 is not so much to instil a sense of strangeness or alienation, nor to depict the law 
as being the cause of hostility, hilt to stir up interest in, and admiration for, the Jews. 
Indeed Arist. 139-142 can be seen as a confident 'apologia for the Jewish law' (to use 
Zuntz's word),75 with its primary aim to advertise the Jews as the dearest people to 
their own God, just as the Trojans were to Zeus.76 The point is clearly that in Aristeas 
women, horses were very fleet, the people were held to be dear to the gods, and they were fenced about 
with a circuit-wall most strong - in fact that wall of theirs was the work of Poseidon and Apollo (xal 
OeotpiXeTc, £8OXODV etvai, icat Tei%ei Kapeparc&xcp BcpiirappaYuivot flcav. *6 \ikv xzi%oc, otxranc, 
noc£i8<ovoc, gpyov flv Kal 'AroSAAmvoc,). Moreover, Zeus declared that of all the cities beneath the 
sun he loved that city most.' 
7 4 But see Or. 33. 22-23, in which the downfall of the Trojans is emphasised. 
7 5 See Zuntz, 'Aristeas,' 126-143, here 142. 
7 6 Pace Moritz, Mystery, who argues that 'the Jewish author (sc. of Aristeas) is very concerned with 
defending Judaism against challenges resulting from the influx of Hellenistic ideas' (30); but see 
Nickelsburg, Literature, 165 who concludes that Aristeas 'presents the most positive estimate of the 
Greeks and Greek culture and of the possibility for peaceful and productive co-existence between Jews 
and Greeks'. 
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the law serves as a bulwark77 protecting the purity of the Jewish community and 
keeping them away from impurity (cf. Lev. 20, esp. vv. 25-26). It would be far-
fetched, therefore, to conclude that the law, in functioning as a fence to protect Israel's 
purity (e.g. food, drink, touch) and to keep them from impurity became 'a source of 
hostility'7 8 The law was never meant to engender hostility, if at all, in Aristeas (e.g. 3 
Mace. 3.4ff.; infra my exegesis of v. 14d).79 
(b) Scholars who assert that the sole stumbling block between Jew and Gentile 
is the law per se have often been tempted to forge, on the basis of their particular 
theological presupposition, a strange interpretation of v. 15a, making the abolishing of 
the law into the author's sole meaning (e.g. 'having abolished the hostility in his flesh, 
i.e. the law of commandments in ordinances'). This reading leaves behind the 
impression that Christ's making 'both one' (or destroying the wall of partition) 
depends on the prior abrogation of the 'law'.8 0 A brief discussion of the syntactical 
possibilities of v. 14-15 and the temporal reference of the participles in vv. 14-15 
would show that this reading is gratuitous in linguistic terms: (i) The articular 
7 7 See also Plato, Rep. 2.365B, who also used the 'wall' language to underscore its protective purposes: 
'Is it by justice or by crooked deceit that I the high wall shall scale and so live my life out in fenced and 
guarded security?' ( eKEivo T6 }it6repov Sucqc Tet%o<; fiyiov T| CKoXtctc, &7r6ctai? V&vajJ&c, KCCI 
enavcdv oftrto rcepKpp&£,aq~ SiaPvcol: Strabo. Geog. 4.5.2, 'For the purpose of war they [sc. the 
Britons] use chariots for the most part, just as some of the Celtids. The forests are their cities; for they 
fence (irepuppa^ &viec,) in a spacious circular enclosure with trees which they have felled, and in that 
enclosure make huts for themselves and also pen up their cattle - not, however, with the purpose of 
staying for a long time.' M. Aboth. 1.1-2 (or 3.18) can be read in the same light/namely the Law is such 
a precious 'asset' to the Jewish people that it should be strenuously safeguarded: 'Be deliberate in 
judgement, raise up many disciples, and make a fence around the Law.' 
: 7 8 Lincoln, Ephesians, 141; cf. Moritz, Mystery, 40-41; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 140; Caird, Letters, 58-
59; Miatia, Reconciliation, 185-187. Dunn, 'Anti-Semitism,'..who recognises theboundary function of 
the law in Aristeas, is cautious at this point when he writes about the function of the Law 'as a palisade 
round Israel, marking Israel out among the surrounding nations by Jewish faithfulness to the Law, and 
marking Israel off from the rest as outsiders, outlaws' (158, and n. 36). 
7 9 A modern example would be the walls of Palos Verdes in Los Angeles, which protects some well-to-
do communities from the presence of unauthorised outsiders. In the perception of those who lie outside 
the orbit they are not protective but exclusionary. See a helpful discussion of Marcuse, "Walls,' esp. 
214-215. 
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participle (6 %oir\cac,) in v. 14b is placed in apposition with the pronoun canoe, (v. 
14a) and serves in our passage as a substantive: 'He is our peace, the one who made 
both one'.81 In addition to this, this participle is also linked with another participle, 
Xvcaq, in v. 14c in terms of syntactical possibility.82 Had the author intended the third 
participial clause (KoctccpyTiaaq KTA,., V . 15a) to be seen as parallel to the two 
participles of v. 14, we would expect a similar connecting particle (i.e. icori) to occur 
before Ka t apy f joaq . 8 3 Thus, the most that can be said is that the author reads v. 15a, 
ad sensum, as a circumstantial participial clause which underscores the circumstance 
under which the action denoted by the two preceding substantival participial clauses 
in vv. 14b and v. 14c takes place.84 (ii) Given also that the temporal reference of a 
participle is normally established relative to its use in a specific context,85 the third 
participle Kaxapyfiaccc, (aor.) which occurs after two other aorist verbs (6 7coiT|aa<;... 
Kod... A/uaa<;) is more likely to denote either a concurrent or a subsequent action, but 
not an antecedent action.86 That the law must be abolished as a prerequisite before 
peace between the two groups of people can be instilled is clearly a theological 
8 0 So Lincoln, Ephesians, 141, who argues that v. 14b ('having broken down the dividing wall') is 
paralleled by v. 15a ('having abolished... the hostility, the law'); cf. Wilhelmi, 'VersOhner-Hymnen,' 
148. ' /) 
8 1 See also Perschbacher, Syntax, 389. 
8 2 The Article-Participle-Kav-Participle construction is very common in the Pauline epistles and other 
NT documents: see e.g. 1 Cor. 11.29; 2 Cor. 1.22; 2.21-22; Gal. 1.15; 2 Thess. 2.3-4, 16; also Matt. 
27.40; John 3.29; 6.33; 11.2; 21.24; Acts 10.35; 15.38; Jas. 1.25; 3.6; Heb. 6.7; 7.1; 10.29; Rev. 22.8, 
al. See also Wallace, Grammar, 274-275 who concludes that Eph. 2.14 well illustrates that even when 
there are several intervening words, the construction is not thereby invalidated. This syntactical 
construction also escapes the attention of Lincoln, Ephesians, 141, whose main interest is to argue that 
i the law per se is the sole stumbling block between Jew and Gentile - at the face of linguistic evidence. 
- 83 see e.g. Phil. 3.6; also Matt. 4.24; Luke 6.47; Jas. 3.6, et al. The translation of v. 15 in NRSV is 
inaccurate, but see NTV. 
8 4 The circumstantial clause in v. 15a relates not simply to the second substantival participle of v. 14, 
but to the entire Article-Participle-Kcu-Participle construction. See also Healey & Healey, 'Participles,' 
esp. 178-180, 253. 
8 5 See e.g. Porter, Verbal Aspect, esp. ch. 8. 
8 6 See also Eph. 1.20. Another example will be v. 17, where the participle is placed right before the 
main verb, and may then be translated as follows: 'And having come, he preached (iced eXGmv 
ewryyeAaaato) peace to you the far off and the near' (my translation). The preaching itself is the point 
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assertion which cannot stand up to serious linguistic analysis and should therefore be 
deemed an improbable reading.87 
(c) The present theory also fails to give to the exegetical connections between 
vv. 14-18 and w. 11-13 their due weight in understanding the function of the 'law'. It 
fails to account for the oblique references to the 'law' which the author has already 
adumbrated in vv. 11-12.88 As we shall see, the immediate exegetical context reveals 
that the issue at stake is not the law per se but the way in which the 
'circumcision'/Jews had expropriated the law to reinforce ethnocentrism, thereby 
fencing off the Gentiles from Israel and Israel's God-given grace {infra, my exegesis 
of v. 15a). 
The third alternative reads the 'wall' in its literalness: it alludes to the 
balustrade, the soreg in the (Jerusalem) temple courtyard which separated the court of 
the Gentiles from the more sacred precincts which only Jews might enter.89 
Proponents of this view argue that it is supported by the discovery of an inscription 
prohibiting the entrance of a foreigner under threat of the penalty of death.90 If this is 
of focus. See further the discussion of temporal reference of the participle in Porter, Aspects, 380-385; 
idem, Idioms,'Wi. ;y 
8 7 Contra Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 147-152; Lincoln, Ephesians, 141; Wilhelmi, 'Versohner-Hymnen,' 
184);. 
8 8 See my discussion of circumcision and its connections with the 'law'; in Chapter 3, where I posed the 
following question: Is it possible to speak of the 'body-politic of Israel' without referring to the 'law' 
which undoubtedly regulated the lifestyle of its members? 
8 9 See especially Josephus, Ant. 15.417; Bellum 5.193; 6.124f. Josephus has used two different words 
(i.e. \ikaoq + Totxoq) to denote the wall in the temple building, but not the balustrade, e.g. /Inf. 8.67, 
71. Cf. m. Mid. 2.3. See further Robinson, Ephesians, 59-60, 158; Abbott, Ephesians, 51; Hanson, 
••At/niry;.,143; McKelvey, Temple, 108; Dunn,Anti-Semitism,' 158; cf. idem, 'Deutero-Pauline,' 139. See 
further Bickerman, 'Inscription,' 210^224; Baumgarten, 'Exclusions,' 215-225; Segal, 'Penalty,' 79-84; 
Schurer, //JPA/C 2.285, n. 57; Levine, 'Temple,* esp. 244-245; Gaston, Stones, 191; Schwartz, 
'Descent,' 157-179; Barrett, Paul, 156; Madvig, 'neooxoijcov,' here 789 and 795. See further Best, 
who writes: '[A]s an architectural term it was well known in Asia Minor, being found seven times in the 
instruction for the erection of the temple at Didyma' (Ephesians2, 257, and n. 39). None, however, of 
these occurences refers to the balustrade. 
9 0 See e.g. OGIS, no. 598: 'No foreigner may enter within the screen and the enclosure around the 
temple. Whoever shall be caught (doing so), shall be responsible for his own death which follows' -
OGIS, no. 598. It is not possible that the Greek inscription includes proselytes as well as Gentiles 
(confra Schwartz, 'Descent,' 157-179). 
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correct, possibly lying behind it is a particular understanding of the temple as a 'space' 
which is organised into a coherent pattern in terms of sacredness: Israel is contrasted 
with the rest of the world, Jerusalem is contrasted with the other cities of the land, the 
temple is contrasted with Jerusalem, and the Holy of Holies is contrasted with the 
temple.91 As one moves inward from the temple mount the groups of people who are 
allowed to enter are progressively reduced. By implication, it is not that the Gentiles 
were refused access to the temple mount but that as a sacred place the temple has, in 
the perception of the Jews, allowed the latter to locate their relationships to the world, 
Israel, and Jerusalem in terms of the various degrees of holiness.92 In this case our text 
and external sources tally. It implies that when the author spoke of the 'dividing wall' 
(i.e. the balustrade), he was alluding to the 'dislocated' position of the Gentiles or to 
the fact that Jews and Gentiles were divided by the barrier/'fence'; or, both are in 
view. 
Although the 'wall' language permits this interpretation, it does not demand 
it. 9 3 It could well be that the author has had another kind of 'dividing wall' in view, 
that is, one which is adumbrated not so much in the temple-balustrade but in the 
immediate exegetical context itself (vv. 11-13). The topos of 'wall' was a 
commonplace in the ancient world and writers in the Graeco-Roman world employed 
it to convey a wide range of ideas from exclusion94 to sacrilege.95 The same topos is 
9 1 See in particular m. Kelim 1.6-19; Acts 17.27-30. See further Kunin, 'Judaism,' here 116, 144 n. 4. 
9 2 The immediate context of m. Kelim 1.6-19 may well suggest that the question of purity/impurity has 
been the main concerns of the rabbis. 
9 3 See in particular Schwartz, 'Descent,' who concludes that 'it would be naive to suppose that Gentiles 
were the only group which was excluded from the temple precincts. There were increasing divisions 
between the sexes (for purity and other reasons), women had also suffered severe limitation to their 
access to the inner temple precincts and probably their participation in public ceremonies' (165-166). 
On the inclusion of (Gentile) proselytes in the Temple precincts, see e.g. m. Bikkurim 1.4; Met Exod 
12.49. 
9 4 In ancient world, the 'wall' denotes the partition between insiders and outsiders: see e.g. Cicero, In 
Catilinam 1.5: 'Why, you see the general and commander of this enemy within the (sc. city) walls, and 
even within the Senate?'; cf. 1.13, 27. For Cicero, the temples, buildings, and walls of the city and the 
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employed in ancient political rhetoric to indicate an unstable condition between two 
communities, and thus the need to 'make peace'.96 It is just as possible to argue that 
the Gentile readers may not have been familiar with the balustrade of the Jewish 
temple,97 but they would find it less difficult to appreciate the idea of partition or 
exclusion denoted in the 'wall' topos which can be best understood against the 
background of ancient city(-state) politics, alongside other political metaphors (such 
as uokxisxa, ijevoi, v. 12; cf. v. 19). 
Into this maze of opinions we have trodden so far, my own inclination is that 
the 'hedge/wall' language98 in v. 14c can be best explained as the logical consequence 
lives of its citizens' are interwoven (1.12, 33; De Officiis 1.53-55). See Vasaly, Representations 45, 47, 
52, 54-55. The 'wall' represents not only the safety of a city-state, it symbolises solidarity. Polybius 
noted that the inhabitants of a single city were 'enclosed by one wall' (Histories, 2.37.II). 
9 5 See e.g. Quintilian, who alluded.to the 'wall' language to denote the consequence of sacrilege: 'It is 
expressly stated in the law that for any.foreigner who goes up to the wall the penalty is death' (Inst. Or. 
4.4.4). Quintilian is referring most probably to the pomerium (i.e. the line demarcating an augurally 
constituted city) which Remus had attempted to leap across, thus making the sacred wall traversible and 
profane. According to Plutarch, the Romans regarded 'all the city-wall as inviolable and sacred' (Ala 
icav teixoc; aaeftoiXov m i tepov vouiaovoi) and Romulus killed his brother because he was 
attempting to leap across the inviolable and sacred wall: Rom. Quaest. 27,xf. Romulus 1.361; see also 
Varro, De Lingua Latina 5.143; Digests 1;8.T. For the Romans, the walls within {he pomerium are the 
most sacred boundary of a new city: see e.g. Tacitus, Annals 12.24; Ovid, Fasti 4.821-825. See further 
Rykwert, Town, esp. 29, 126-127, 132-139, 163-187. Rykwert contends that 'the safeguards of the 
walls and the pomerium protect the/well-being of the whole community directly' (134); Dyson, 
Community, 147-179, esp. 153-154. Dyson contends that 'the fortification wall marked the division 
between urbs and countryside, the city of the living and the living and the dead. This division was 
codified in the' concept of the Pomerium, the ritual boundary surrounding the city proper. However, the 
murus v/as more than a ritual boundary that defined urbanity. Communities had to be defended' (154). 
9 6 See e.g. Andocides, On the Peace with the Lacedamonians. When the Spartans defeated the 
Athenians, the latter demolished their walls, surrendered their fleet, and recalled their exiles as they 
'made peace' (truce!) with the victors (11), cf. 14,23, 36,39. The episode is also recounted in Plutarch, 
Lysander, \AA: 'This is what the Lacedamonian authorities have decided: tear down the Piraeus and the 
long walls; quit all the cities and keep to your own land; if you do these things, and restore your exiles, 
you shall have peace, if you want it' ; see also 14.5-6; 15.1-2. For the symbolic significance of Athenian 
'walls' in Andocides' speeches, see especially Mission, Andokides, esp. 74-76,175. 
9 7 Thus Dibelius, Epheser, here 69. Dibelius' view is revived more recently by Lincoln, Ephesians, 
125. 
9 8 The term 'hedge' stands in apposition to 'partition', serving with epexegetic function: the partition, 
namely the hedge'. It was used often to denote the boundary/fence that separates, see e:g. Num. 22.24; 
Ps." 79.12 LXX; Nah. 3.17; Mic. 4.14, LXX; Luke 14.23. The two terms, <ppaYno<; and totxoc,, are 
more or less synonymous: see erg; Isa^  5.5: 'And now! will tell you what ! will do to my vineyard. I will 
remove its hedge (cppayiiog), and it shall be devoured; I will break down its wall (toixoc,); and it shall 
be trampled down.' See also:PhWo^Quod..det. Pot. Ins. Sol. 105; De Agricultura 11, 14; De Conf. ling. 
33; De Somn. 2.262; De Vit. Mos. 1.271. Seealso Sifc. Or. 3.319-320: 'The earth will belong equally to 
all, undivided by walls or fences (oi) T e i x E O i v , ov Ttepupp&ynoq)'. The term (ppayjioq is understood as 
the palisade of a citadel in Herodotus's Histories: 'Certain of the old men were of opinion that the god 
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of the representation provided by the author's argument in vv. 11-13a: that is, the 
purposeful and exclusive attitudes of the Jews have separated the Jews from the 
Gentiles and created a barrier that stood between two ethnic groups. The 'wall' refers 
to the social barrier which is closely associated with some of the boundary markers 
used by the Jews to separate themselves from the Gentiles (e.g. the mark of the 
covenant in the 'flesh', and the ethnically-based 'body politic of Israel' and other 
indicators of Israel's God-given grace). According to this attitude, the acceptability of 
Jews to God and their standing before God depend on their physical descent from 
Abraham," and on their identity as members of the narrowly defined 'body politic'. 
This exclusive inclination best explains the 'wall' as denoting the social distance 
between the 'circumcision'/Jew and the 'uncircumcision'/Gentile.100 This barrier is 
the most immediate collorary of the Jews' reluctance to set God's grace on a broader 
canvas and constriction of it to a particular ethnic group. 
To recap what we have discussed so far, Jewish ethnocentrism and the attitude 
to exclude - rather than a particular locus - be it the balustade of the temple or the law 
per se - best explains the 'wdl'/that stands between Jew and Gentile, preventing one 
ethnic group from advancing to the 'other'. What we should look into is therefore the 
evocative power of the 'wall' imagery: its perspicuity must have caused the Gentiles 
meant to tell them the citadel would escape; for this was anciently defended by a palisade; and they 
supposed that barrier to be the "wooden wait' of the oracle' (oi Korcii tdv fpay/xov cove^dXXovro 
toSro x6 tfikivov xeixoq eivcci, 7.142, cf. 7.141; 8.52); Dioscrides, 1.120. See also Sellin, 'Genitive,' 
here 96; LSJ, s.v. H; BAGD, s.v. 1. 
9 9 See my discussion of the connections between the observance of circumcision and Abraham in ch. 4, 
intra. 
1 0 0 See also Bruce, who writes: "The barrier... was both religious and sociological..., it consists of the 
Jewish law, more particularly of those features of it which marked Jews off from Gentiles— 
circumcision and the food restrictions...' (Ephesians, 296). 
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to conjure up what was described with their 'eyes of the minds',101 so that the verbally 
produced images may in turn stimulate corresponding visiones in their minds.102 
4.4.3 TTJV exQpotv ev %r\ aapKi canou... KocTapyriaaq (v. 14d) 
The 'wall' language, however, is not an end in itself but a means to an end: the 
Gentiles are invited to attach to that visualization a stream of ideas associated with it -
ideas concerning ethnic discord (vv. 1 lb-13a), enmity and, not least, the divisive force 
of 'the law of the commandments in ordinances' (v. 15a). 
The question arises whether the term 'enmity' should be construed as the first 
object after the participial verb 'nullifying', in apposition with the 'law' of v. 15a, or 
as the second object of 'who destroyed the wall of parition' (v. 14b), in apposition 
with the 'wall' (v. 14c).1 0 3 The balance of the clauses is better maintained by the first 
construction.104 In our present context, the enmity can be best explained against a 
backcloth of the Jewish perspective which views the Gentiles, by definition, as 
outside the orbit of God-given' grace to the 'circumcision'. This ethnically-based 
perspective* alongside othe^ r imagery, lays bare the Jewish tendency to exclude or 
1 0 1 For a discussion of the technique of vivid descriptions, i.e. evidentia, in ancient political rhetoric, 
see e.g. Quintilian Inst. Or. 8.3.62, cf. 6.2.29-32; Plato, Theaetetus 191C-D; Aristotle, De Momoria 
450 a 31; Theon, Progymnasmata, 2.118. See further Zanker, 'Enargeia,' 296-311; Vasaly, 
Representations, esp. ch. 3 [Signa and Signifiers: A World Created], here 90-91, n. 4, 94, 102; 
Lausberg, Handbuch, 1.13-16. .^••'•••••'^^'^.^:.^t:.^'.-.' 
1 0 2 Vasaly, Representations, 95and n.12, 96-97. She concludes that the assumptions by ancient 
rhetoricians about the way vivid description worked in the minds of an audience suggests that ancient, 
nonliterate society may well have possessed powers of pictorial visualization much greater and more 
intense than our own (99). 
1 0 3 So Merklein, Christus, 31. 
1 0 4 Thus Bruce, 298; Beare, 'Ephesians,' 655-656; Porter, KaxakX&oom, 187. For a discussion of 
other syntactical possibilities, see esp. Abbott, 61f.; also Best, Ephesians2, 257-259, who posits an 
ambivalent character for the phrase 'in his flesh': 'We have taken "in his flesh" as parenthetical, 
indicating where and how the action of the participles is achieved. It thus carries the same significance 
as blood in v. 13 and cross in v. 16' (259). 
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factionalise rather than to integrate (w. lib-12). 1 0 5 Indeed what is revealed in this 
attitude is ethnic hostility or enmity understood in an inter-ethnic sense. It sums up the 
consequences of exclusion106 and therefore the absence of amity or goodwill towards 
the ethnic 'other' and of a solidarity factor between two ethnic groups.107 
The point of central importance, however, is presumably the belief that a wall-
less community, or better a community without invidious walls within it can only be 
erected when the enmity which signifies the social distance between Jew and Gentile 
is invalidated. I suggest that the author uses the expression 'nullifying the enmity by 
his flesh' to make a word-play (paronomasia) on 'flesh' which is closely associated 
with the source of enmity between Jew and Gentile: the 'flesh' (cf. 'Gentiles in the 
1 0 5 That the source of hostility between Jew and Gentile can be found in the exclusive attitudes of the 
Jews toward the Gentiles and best explained against the backcloth of the Jewish perspective as it is 
depicted in w . 11-12 is a point missed by most commentators, e.g. Lincoln, Ephesians, 141; Moritz, 
Mystery, 40-41; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 140; Caird, Letters, 58-59; Martin, Reconciliation, 185-187. 
Best, Ephesians2, who demurs: 'Yet is "enmity" not too strong a term to designate the difference 
between Gentile and Jew?'. 
1 0 6 See also Plutarch, who writes: 'A government which has not had to bear with envy or jealous rivalry 
or contention - emotions most productive of enmity (&x8pa) - has not hitherto existed' (De Capiendo ex 
Inimicis Utilitate, 86C). Enmity is often seen as the inevitable result of internecine conflict in ancient 
political philosophy. Plato, Rep.r 1. 351C-E, writes: 'For factions... are the outcome of injustice, and 
hatreds and internecine conflicts, but justice brings oneness of mind and love'. Dio writes: ' I consider it 
better for men in general, and not merely for you, both to refrain from entering lightly into an enmity 
which is not extremely necessary and so by every means possible to put to an end to enmities already 
existing, recognizing that the damage resulting from quarrelling with any people is greater than the loss 
incident to tint reconciliation. For any peace, so they say, is better than war, and any friendship is far 
better than enmity, not only individually for our families, but also collectively for our cities. For peace 
and concord have never damaged at all these who have employed them, whereas it would be surprising 
if enmity and contentiousness were not very deadly, very mighty evils' (Or. 40.25-26). He concludes in 
Or. 40.34: 'For the fruit of enmity (8%8pac,) is most bitter of all and most stinging, just as, in my view, 
its opposite, the fruit of goodwill (ei>vovn), is most palatable and profitable'. Enmity and reconciliation 
are themes that belong to the same domain of discourse, see e.g. Dio, who writes: "That the 
: reconciliation will be profitable for you two cities when it is achieved, and that the strife (oxdoiq) still 
going on has not been profitable for you down to the present moment, that so many blessings will be 
yours as a result of concord (ou/Svoia), and that so many evils now are yours because of enmity 
(£x9pac,)' (Or. 38.39). Dio deplored enmity/hostility as most baneful in his political speech to the 
Apameians [on concord]: 'Any enmity towards any people is an irksome, grievous thing... But the 
works of hatred, indeed, of enmity lax painful and grievous everywhere. The presence of an enemy is a 
grievous thing, whether in a serious business or in the midst of good cheer, a painful thing to behold 
and painful to recall, but beyond all things most baneful to experience' (Or. 41.11,14). 
1 0 7 There is no compelling reason, contra Lincoln, Ephesians, 142, and others, for us to believe that the 
term enmity would have referred in the traditional material to the enmity caused by the hostile 'powers' 
in the cosmos, and now refers to the hostility between Jews and Gentiles that is bound up with the law; 
vide supra n. 110. 
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flesh', v. 11a; the 'foreskin', v.llb; the 'circumcision in the flesh', v. 11c; cf. Gal. 
6.12-13) which served as one of the most explicit boundary markers, marking off the 
Jews from the Gentiles and the symbol of alienation between the two human groups is 
now destroyed by Christ by his own 'flesh' (= body) on the cross.108 One cannot rule 
out the possibility that here the 'flesh' on the cross also makes a contemptuous pun 
with the 'flesh' that excludes. 
To recap what we have said so far, it should by now be clear that the enmity 
which Christ abolished 'by his flesh' (i.e. on the cross) is closely associated with the 
'flesh' by which Jews used to make a clear-cut ethnic , and national division between 
Jews and Gentiles.109 Christ's death has put to an end the significance which Jews had 
laid on the 'flesh' which accentuates the inaccessibility of one ethnic group to Israel 
and Israel's God-given blessings and becomes therefore the source of contention and 
antagonism/enmity between two human groups. To say that the enmity is abolished as 
part of Christ's peace-making mission means also that the old Jew/Gentile polarity 
based on the boundary-defining marker in the 'flesh' is now made ineffective. 
.,••) 
1 0 8 Contra Kasemann, Leib 139-142, who understands the 'flesh' here as the 'power of matter'. He 
concludes that the (ppaypxSc, originally referred to the 'flesh' in Gnosis, and that the 'flesh' is the cosmic 
wall that separates God and man. The immediate context of w.Hff . , however, does not lend support to 
the ingenious interpretation of Kasemann, cf. w . 11a, 11c. Equally unconvincing is the suggestion of 
Robinson, Body, 18 who argues that the 'flesh' refers to Christ who broke down the wall separating 
heaven and earth by his incarnation. Smith, 'Heresy,' 86-93, writes that the 'flesh' denotes the 
circumcision of Christ. Smith's interpretation seems to be based more on his theory that Ephesians 
should be read in the light of Colossians (i.e. 1.22) than on an actual reading of the 'flesh' in our given 
text. 
1 0 9 See also Phil. 3.2-5; also Rom. 2.28; Gal. 6.12-13. 
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4.4.4 TOV v6u.ov TCOV evxo c^ov ev 86yu.<xcnv (14d-15a) 
We have already mentioned that the phrase 'the enmity in his flesh' (v. 14d) is 
more closely linked with KdTapyfigac, in terms of syntax than with the previous 
clause.110 The collocation of the 'enmity' (understood as ethnic antagonism) with 'the 
law of commandments in ordinances' means that the author has placed the 'enmity' 
and the 'law' on a par. There is a kind of telescoping in the expression - the law is 
made ineffective by the nullifying of the enmity which is closely associated with it. 
Much has been said in scholarly discussions about the 'law' as the object of 
destruction: how much of the 'law' is abolished? Over this issue scholarly opinions 
are widely divided. The maximalist interpretation claims that the author has issued a 
forthright statement of the abolition of the law per se: the law, with its various 
commandments and statutes, plays the dividing obstacle between Jew and Gentile and 
must therefore be nullified.111 The minimalist interpretation, however, contends that 
1 1 0 Pace Schnackenburg, Ephesians,114 who asserts that the dative phrase 'in his own flesh' must be 
taken to belong with v. 15a (i.e. 'abolishing the law... in his flesh'), while 'the enmity' must be left with 
what precedes it (i.e. 'and who destroyed the dividing wall, the enmity V v. 14c). Since there is 
agreement in the (accusative) case of the 'enmity' and the 'law', it is just possible that the whole phrase 
of v. 14d is to be seen together with v. 15a. 
1 1 1 So Lindemann, Epheserbrief,) who writes: 'Der Verfasser des Epheserbriefes dagegen spricht ohne 
jede Einschrankung von der restlosen Beseitigung des Gesetzes durch Christus' (50). Lindemann's view 
is revived in Raisanen, Law, 205. See also Gnilka, Epheserbrief, who concludes that the law as the 
enmity has a double effect: 'Das Gesetz richtete aber auch Feindschaft mil Gott auf. Die Feindschaft in 
dieserdoppelten Auswirkung, als Spaltung der Menschheit und als Loslosung der Menschen von Gott, 
; hat Christus vernichtet'(141): MuBner, 'Model!,' who writes: 'Nur in Eph 2,15 wird in einer 
aktivischen Konstruktion gesagt, daB Christus „das Gesetz vernichtet hat": eine ftuBerst radikale 
Formulierung,-aber ganz gestaltet aus der Kenntnis paulinischer Rechtfertigungslehre heraus' (328). In 
Epheser, 77, MuBner recognises that the abolishing of the law through the death of Christ is a theme not 
- reflected in earlier letters of Paul, but reads our present text as the 'consequence of Paul's theology of 
the law': ':.. daB Christus das Gesetz mit alien seinen Verordnungen »zunichte gemacht« habe, sagt 
Paulus nie. Aber diese radikalisierende Formulierung licgt letztlich doch in der Konsequenz der 
paulinischen:Gesetzestheologie':. (italics mine); cf. idem, 'Epheserbrief,' 189. Percy, Probleme, 279-
. 280, concludes that the law is the means of salvation for the Jews, and as such was the obstable that 
stood between Jews and Gentiles; cf. McKelvey; Temple, A18-120;. Ga^er. Temp/c; 60-65; Wolter, 
Rechtfertigung, 62-73; Lincoln, Epnesfans,. 142; cf. idem, 'Church,' 6 1 ^ 
Dahl, 'Gentiles,' 36; Robinson,'Ephesians, 161; Beare, 'Ephesians,' 656; Best, Ephesians, 260; Mitton, 
Ephesians, 106; Smith, 'One,' 41; Schlatter, Bn'c/e, 185; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 112, 115; Moritz, 
Mystery, 29-30; Pokorny, Epheser, 123; Sellin, 'Genitive;' here 91; Koester, Introduction, 270; Martin, 
Reconciliation, 174, 176; Turner; 'Ephesians,' 1231; Schweizer, 'Christianity,' here 250; Roloff, 
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the author does not speak of the law 'without reservation', as the object of destruction, 
but only a particular kind of law, one related to the dividing wall which separated 
Jews and Gentiles.112 What is abolished, therefore, is that which is associated, but not 
identified with the whole law. As the debate regarding the law as the object of 
destruction rumbles on, it also becomes apparent that a fundamental aspect of the 
'law' remains curiously unexplored in recent studies: if there are no overt references 
to the 'law' elsewhere in our epistle except here in v. 15a (as Lincoln claims), can we 
then speak of the law in correlative terms, namely of the tie-in between the law and 
other fundamental and defining features of Jewish identity (such as circumcision, v. 
11, etc), and of covert or oblique references to it? Does our earlier discussion of 
Jewish ethnocentrism have any significant bearing upon the notion of the 'law'? 
Clearly however something of a fresh look at the old question is essential - especially 
a fresh look which sets the question about the law firmly against the backcloth of a 
Jewish perspective. But before we return to this, a brief comment on the phrase 'the 
law of commandments in the ordinances' is now in order. 
That the 'law' and the 'commandments' are closely linked is widely 
acknowledged.113 It is safe to say that the reference here is purely an echo of a typical 
Kirche, 242; Thielman, Paul, 226; Kruse, Paul, 262-264, esp. 264; Moo, 'Law,' esp. 333, 367; Patzia, 
Ephesians, 193-194; Kittel, '56y\ia,' 230-232, esp. 231; Walter, '86YU<X,' 340. 
1 1 2 See e.g. Barth, Ephesians, 264, 290 who holds that only one specific sense of the Law is meant: the 
Law has created and demonstrated a separation of the Jews from the Gentiles. What is abolished, 
therefore, is the divisive function of the law but not the law itself: 'He has abolished the Law (that is, 
only) the commandments (expressed) in statutes' (264); cf. Porter, KaxaXk&aaco, 186; Schlier, 
\Epheser, 125-126 who holds that the primary reference in v. 15a is to the casuistic, legalistic 
interpretation of the 'law'. He argues that it is the interpretation of the law, not the law itself, which was 
synonymous with the 'dividing wall and the 'enmity' it created. Roetzel, 'Relations,' 81-9, who reads v. 
15 in the light of Philonic speculation: 'What is advised and desired in Eph is not the abolition of Torah 
as Israel's story, but the abrogation of the principle of the Law seen in the commandments. The 
addresse[e]s who were conformed to a heavenly existence in Christ no longer needed the 
commandments. Living without the commandments would be seen as a sign of the heavenly existence' 
(87). Cf. also Grassi, 'Ephesians,' 346; Patzia, Ephesians, 195. 
1 1 3 See e.g. Schlier, Epheser, 125; Lincoln, Ephesians, 142; Best, Ephesians2, 259-260; Sellin, 
'Genitive,' here 90-91; Chadwick, 'Ephesians,' 859c; Schrenk, 'ivzo\T\,' here 546, 552; Limbeck, 
'£vroX.V 459^60. 
191 
Jewish expression for the Mosaic law (e.g. Exod. 24.12; Deut. 30.10; Jos. 22.5; 1 Kgs. 
2.3; 2 Kgs. 17.13; 2 Chr. 14.3; Ps. 118, passim; Dan . 3.29, L X X ; Sir. 45.5,17; 1 Esdr. 
8.7; Bar. 4. 12-13; Test. Dan 5.1; Test. Benj. 10.3; perhaps, Jub. 24.11; lQSa a 1.11; 
CD 13.5[?]; 14.8).114 As regards the term 56Yu,aTa,115 it occurs in the Pauline letters 
only here and in Col. 2.14.116 In Colossians, the term echoes primarily Jewish 
concerns over purity: 'Do not handle, Do not taste, Do not touch' (2.14-22, esp. 
21). 1 1 7 However, the term is used quite often in early Judaism, denoting the 
authoritative, ancestral law of the Jews.1 1 8 It should come as no surprise that the term 
56ynaT(x, which our author collocates with 'the law of commandments,' is to be seen 
as closely associated with the (Mosaic) law. 1 1 9 The 'ordinances' denote the sub-set of 
the Mosaic law, i.e. 'the law of commandments in the realm of ordinances'. These 
1 1 4 We have not found conjunctions of a similar kind between the two terms in the extant Greek 
literature, but see Matt. 22. 36-40, where both our terms occur in a conversation between a Pharisee and 
Jesus. In Paul's earlier letters, both the 'commandment' and the 'law' are sometimes placed on the par, 
used interchangeably as virtual synonyms: see e.g. Rom. 7.8-13; 13.9; see also Heb. 7.5; 9.19; 1 Esdr. 
8.7. The author of Ephesians may well have assumed that the 'commandments' were included in the 
'law' as its hyponym, i.e. the 'commandments' unilaterally entails the 'law' and, by the same token, the 
'law' is a superordinate of the 'commandments'; otherwise, our phrase may be read as a 'verbal 
genitive', i.e. the commanding law.See further Cruse, Semantics, esp. 88-89. 
1 1 5 It is possible to argue that the preposition i\ is in part influenced by Semitic 3; see further Zerwick, 
NUM. 116. 
1 1 6 Elsewhere in the NT, the term occurs only in Acts 16.4, denoting the (apostolic) 'decrees' or the 
resolutions of the early church in Jerusalem. The noun is well attested in inscriptions and papyri, in its 
technical application to imperial edicts: cf. Luke 2.1; Acts 17.7; see especially Horsley, 'Soyacc,' 146. 
1 1 7 The verbal form of our term (SoyuxxtUJecGe) occurs in Col. 2.20, denoting that the Gentile 
recipients at Colossae were either being lured by or attracted to the Jews who wished to impose their 
own 'teachings' on them. See further Dunn, 'Apologia,' here 164-165; cf. idem, Colossians & 
Philemon, esp. 164-166,188-190. _ 
1 1 8 See e.g. 3 Mace. 1.3: 'Dositheneus... a Jew by birth who later changed his religion and apostatized 
from the ancestral traditions' (AooiQeoq... T6 y^wc, IovSaioc,, ftotepov hi ue-ra{)aX(bv xit \b\yx\ia. ical 
ttbv itcnpitDV SOYUCVKDV fornAAo-rpuouivoi KTX). In 4 Mace. 10.2, the same term is used to denote 
simply 'the teachings (sc. from the Torah)'. See also Philo, Leg. Alleg. 1.55: 'the holy precepts'; Spec 
Leg. 1.269, the 'sacred principles of divine philosophy', i.e. the Torah. Josephus, Ant. 15.136: 'the 
noblest of our doctrines and the holiest of our laws from the messengers sent by God'; Contra Ap. 1.42: 
'the decrees [sc. the laws and the allied documents] of God'; Bell. Jud. 2.142: 'the doctrine of the 
Essenes'; Sib. Or. 3.656: '[The king] does not do all these things by his private plans but in obedience 
to the noble teachings of the great God'. See further BAGD, s.v. 1. 
1 1 9 See also Schweizer, 'Christianity,' here 250. 
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'ordinances' are the 'rules of the law' (or halakic rulings) which regulate and control 
the conduct of devout Jews (cf. 11QT 49.5-50.8,17).120 
A survey of the Jewish background of this expression in v. 15a has led me to 
believe that there is a likelihood that the author may well have been making his point 
by referring to the insiders' code for what was understood within Judaism as 
distinctive of Israel, and conceding from the Jewish perspective that their (himself 
included) own law was involved in the ethnic enmity.121 The upshot of this reading is 
inevitably that the author's notion of the law must be understood as conciliatory 
altogether: it reflects the way in which a Jew is willing to acknowledge before his 
Gentile readers that the law has become indeed one of the constitutive elements in 
causing divisions and tensions between two ethnic groups and its divisive function 
should therefore be removed. His estimate of the law contains shades of admission, 
understood in our present context as an acknowledgement of the fact that the law has 
played a substantial role in leading to the strains between two ethnic groups rather 
than as an overt attack on the law itself,, although this, point is missed by most 
commentators.122 
1 2 0 Pace Moo, 'Law,' 367 who assumes that the 4aw' in v. 15; by definition, demands meritorious 
works, concluding that 'a wider reference to the Law is certainly possible'. 
1 2 1 Contra Schnackenburg, Ephesians,: I 14, who concludes: 'For Judaism the Torah was a divine 
protecting-fence of cosmic relevance, bulfrom a Christian point q/' v/ew it loses its importance and is in 
fact shattered as the "Law of the Commandments" by the event of the Cross' (italics mine); cf. 
Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' esp. 189; Lincoln, Ephesians, 141-142; cf. idem,.'Theology,' 106. 
:122 Mwtin, Reconciliation, is not alone in seeing v. 15 as the author's polemic against the law when he 
writes: '[The author] has a more sinister understanding of.Torah .as an alienating force driving Jews and 
Gentiles into mutual animosity' (174). Semn, 'Genitive,'writes: 'Die »Trennwand des Zaunes« (2, 14) 
zwischen den »Nahen« und den »Fernen« besteht gerade im Gesetz als ganzem (mit seinen Geboten und 
Vorschrifen)...' (91, italics his); cf. Schnackenburg, £/7/icj/'a«j; 114-115; Schlier, £/>/tejer, 125-126; 
Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' 189; Lindemann, Aufhebung, 161; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, H\; ?okomf, Epheser, 
i^ l23;•:•ThomsolI,^ 'CA«Mm t^fi;•84-l 15; Khty, Penteawf,156; Giavini, 'Structure,' here 104-105, also 43; 
Bailey, Poet, 63; Turner, Style, 98. Much of the discussion of the law has suffered from taking our 'law' 
expression out of context by;trying to read it in the light of the earlier letters of Paul: see e.g; Lincoln; 
Ephesians, who writes: We can say that at this point Ephesians is in line with the clear, stress on 
discontinuity in regard to the law's validity that can be found in Paul' (143); also MuBner, Epheser, 77. 
For a trenchant criticism of this approach; see esp. Sorter, KaraXAdeaaa), 186. 
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If the Jewish law has become an obstacle that stands between Jew and Gentile 
and should therefore be 'rendered powerless' (as Moo says), what more can we say 
about the precise nature of this obstacle and, therefore, about the law? 1 2 3 There are at 
least two salient factors that need to be considered. 
(a) As has already been noted, some of the most obvious correlates of the law 
have already been adumbrated in vv. 11-12, such as (the observance of) circumcision 
and the 'covenants' (of promise). Covenant, law, Jewish ethnic identity, circumcision 
were mutually interdependent categories each inconceivable without the other.124 
Given that the tie-in between circumcision and the law is self-evident, i.e. bodily 
circumcision is understood by most devout Jews as the key expression of the law or 
the first act of Torah-observance,125 it should come as no surprise that the Jews who 
had wished to maintain their distinctive status and loyalty by their Torah-observance 
could easily turn the God-given law into an ethnic-defining or boundary marker (cf. 
Arist. 139-142).126 What is at stake, however, is not the law per se but the law as the 
Jews had used it to consolidate their Jewish identity. It had become a tool of 
estrangement in its too close identification with matters in the 'flesh' ( 'Gentile in the 
flesh', v. 11a; the 'uncircurncision' [lit. the 'foreskin'], v. 1 lb) and must therefore be 
abolished 'in his [Christ's] flesh' (v. 14d; supra my exegesis on v. 11). 
1 2 3 That the 'law' has become an; .issue m Ephesians has been underplayed by Kitchen, 'Stoto 
.141-147, 187. Kitchen's assertion is that 'the law is not a great issue for me writer of Ephesians, even 
though his primary theological concern is with the relationship; between Jews and Gentiles in the 
church' (italics mine, 145). 
1 2 4 Dunn, 'Circumcision,' here 305; see alo Mufiner, Epheser, 75. 
1 2 5 Dunn, 'Circumcision,' 297; Sanders, Paul, 544. 
! 2 6 See also MuBner, itp/tese/y who concludes that Jew and Gentile are divided in religious terms: 'die 
monotheistisch, gesetzlich eingestellten Juden - die polytheistisch, »gesetzlos« lebenden Heiden' (75). 
Schnackenburg, Ephesians,-109 reads Eph. 2.12 in the light of Rom. :9.4-5,,and concludes that the 
'politeia' of Israel seems to combine four privileges: sonship, glory (the presence of God), the giving of 
the law, and the worship, i.e. privileges that are constituents of Israel's life as God's elected people; cf. 
idem, 'Politeia,' esp. 469-471; Rese, 'Church,' here 26-27. ' - -
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(b) Consistent with our previous point is the way in which the 'law' is 
associated with the 'body politic of Israel'. For scholars who read vv. 14ff. as an 
independent unit or 'excursus' (Tachau, Schlier, Conzelmann, and others), it is not 
surprising to see that they have very little to say as regards the tie-in between the law 
and the 'body politic of Israel'. However, it will prove fruitful if we propose a 
different set of questions: Is it possible to speak of the 'body politic of Israel' without 
taking into account the Jews who are within it as discharging their obligations in 
accordance with their own ancestral law(s)? Is it possible not to assume that the law 
which regulates the boundary-defining ritual such as bodily circumcision also acts on 
this Jewish 'body politic'? I suggest that the 'law' and the Jewish 'body politic of 
Israel' are mutually interdependent, each inconceivable without the other. The 
remaining question is: Can our claims be substantiated by historical proof? 
It must be said at the outset that the Jewish body politic sustained by the law 
which in turn regulates behaviours of its members is a notion well attested by 
Hellenistic Judaism. Philo, for example, has opined that the Jews 'were born in a 
godly body politic (ev noXxxexa/(piXo8e<p) and nurtured under the laws which incite to 
every virtue' (Spec. Leg. 1.314; cf. Virt. 102-108, 212, 216, 219; Spec, Leg. 1.51-52; 
4.178). Philo's statement suggests that the Jewish body politic and law-observance are 
inseparable. Indeed this is the shared 'body politic' of the Jews. It is a community of 
communities which cannot be confined to a narrowly parochial sense. It is safe to say 
that this is an ethnically-based 'body politic' and the common religious observance by 
its members in accordance with the laws are essential expressions of the community's 
social cohesion.127 To this we must also add that the correlation between the law and 
the 7toXii:eia came to the forefront during the Maccabean crisis, when the Jews were 
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exhorted by their leader 'to fight bravely to the death for the laws, temple, city, 
country, and commonwealth'' (aycoviaaoGai \ie%pi Gavdto'D Ttepi vou,(ov, iepov, 
7T.6A.ecjc,, 7r.aTpi.8oc,, nokiieiaq, 2 Mace. 13.14, NRSV; 1 2 8 cf. 4 Mace. 3.20). It may 
well be that the Maccabean crisis aided the devout Jews to cement the association 
between their laws and KoXxxeia as expressing their distinctive Jewish identity and 
marking out the boundary between themselves and the intruders (including the 
renegades!). 
One can assume that the light the foregoing documents throw on the notion of 
the law is invaluable. Suffice it to say that the key to understanding the meaning of the 
law in v. 15a is the recognition that the author of Ephesians may have conceived the 
law and me Jewish body politic as being woven deep in the fabric of Jewish life. 1 2 9 It 
is possible, therefore, to argue that the law has indeed played a substantial role in 
consolidating the Jewish 'body politic' by preventing it from disintegration. When we 
add also to our foregoing analysis other correlates or constitutive bases of the Jewish 
body politic, such as circumcision and the covenants of the promise, hope and 
monotheism, we have evidence/to be confident that the law and the 'body politic of 
Israel', alongside their correlates, are fundamentally defining features of Jewish 
identity, that each cannot be fully appreciated without taking account of the fact that 
1 2 7 See in particular Judge, Pattern, esp. ch; 2 [Republican Institution: Politeia],18-29, here 25. 
1 2 8 A slightly different translation is found in Zeitlin, 2 Maccabees, which reads: 'Judah handed over 
the onus of responsibility for the decision to the Creator of the world, and exhorting his men to fight 
nobly even unto death for the laws, temple, ciry'^  fatherland and\srare;..' (italics mine). 
.-v12? See also Trebilco, CommKnifiej, esp:13-19. The idea- that a jroXitEiot is sustained by the 'laws' is 
also found in the writings of the Graeco-Roman world, see e.g. Demosthenes, who writes: 'For i f any of 
you care to inquire what is the motive-power (to amov) that calls together the Council, draws the 
people together into the Assembly, fills the law courts, makes the old officials resign readily to the new, 
and enables the whole life of the state (TTOXIC,) to be carried on and preserved, he will find that it is the 
laws (to-be, vo^o-oq) and the obedience that all-men yield to the laws; since, if once they, were done 
away and even man were given licence to do as he liked, not only does the body-politic (jtoXiteia) 
vanish, but our life would not differ from that of the beasts of the field' (Contra Aristogeiton, 1.20, tr. 
'-slightly-modified); cfc• Polybius,.-Histories 6:4.8.3; Plutarch; So/on I6.3.1ff.;-cf. idem, An Seni sit 
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both are perceived by the Jews as boundary/identity markers, reinforcing Jewish sense 
of distinctiveness and marking them off from the Gentiles.130 The consequences of 
this for our analysis of v. 15 have also become obvious: one can conclude firmly that 
the author of Ephesians does not single out the law (Torah) as the sole obstacle that 
stands between Jew and Gentile, nor does he speak of the law without reservation 
(contra Lindemann, Raisanen, MuBner, and others). Rather, he speaks of the law in 
correlative terms, signalling to his Gentile readers that the law to which the Jews 
rallied has marked out the Jews (i.e. the 'circumcision') as the elect of God and united 
them in their ethnically based 'body politic' but it has in turn become a boundary 
marker, aiding the Jews to distance themselves from the Gentiles. 
In short, the author has spoken critically of the law, but this by no means 
amounts to a personal attack on the law. Rather he is speaking from an insider's 
perspective on the law which Jews had deemed significant but used as an instrument 
of division in order to reinforce their distinctive identity (e.g. the 'circumcision' and 
the 'uncircumcision') and the 'body politic' as based on a particular ethnos. This, the 
enmity between Jew and Gentile'lies not with the the Torah per se but with the human 
attitude that perverted the gifts of God into signs of separation and exclusiveness. He 
assumes that the law, and in particular 'the ordinances' which are closely associated 
with it, had ordered and regulated the Jewish life, enhancing the distinctiveness and 
separation of Jews from Gentiles. However, the law which has been expropriated to 
consolidate the ethnically-based 'body politic of Israel' and other ethnic and religious 
boundaries on which Jewish identity as the people of God depended, and which 
therefore occasioned ethnic enmity, is now abolished through the death of Christ. 
gerenda res res publico 783B, 791C; De unius in re publica Dominatione, 826B-F; idem, De henio 
Socr. 576E. See further Aalders, Plutarch, 37. 
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4.4.5 iva xovc, 8-uo KXICX\ EV ccota) eic, eva Kaiv6v &v0pco7tov (15b) 
As noted earlier, the two ivcc- clauses in vv. 15b-16b are arranged in the form 
of parallelismus membrorum.m They are meant to emphasise in a complementary 
manner the overriding purpose of the reconciliatory work of Christ. The way in which 
this projected purpose is arrived at is conveyed respectively via two (circumstantial) 
participle clauses: 'making peace' (rancov eiprivnv, v. 15c), and 'abolishing the 
enmity through it' (otTcoKtelvai; TT|V exGpav ev avxffl, v. 16b). The motivating force 
behind these purpose-clauses, as we shall see, is the author's unequivocal emphasis on 
Christ who integrates (in principle) two ethnic groups into one unified whole (i.e. 'one 
new man', 15b; 'one body', v. 16a; 'in one spirit', v. 18). 
Admittedly, our investigation of the meaning of 'one new man' means that we 
are opening up immediately the old tension which crops up from the designation 
itself: What does the 'one new man' language denote? Does it stand for both Jew and 
Gentile? Does it refer to Christ132 or Christ as the . 'corporate personality' into whom 
Jew and Gentile are incorporated?133 Is the 'one new man' constituted by the abolition 
or denial of differences between Jew and Gentile? Is the author suggesting some sort 
1 3 0 See especially Barth, 'Boundaries,' 9-38, esp. 15-16; also Dunn, Romans 1-8, lxix-lxx. 
1 3 1 The tvcc-subjunctive verb-icai-subjunctive construction occurs quite often in the Pauline corpus. 
Despite the fact that there are various intervening words, the construction is not invalidated: see e.g. 
Eph. 6.22; Rom. 3.19; 15.31; 16.2; 1 Cor. 7.5; 2 Cor. 9.5; 2.10; 3.8-9; Phil. 2.10-11; 3.8-9; Col. 4.8; 2 
Thess. 1,11; 4,17; T i t 1.5; also Matt 19,13; 26.4. _ ^ . , , 
1 3 2 So Best, Body, 153 who concludes that 'the one new man is not a corporate personality but a 
genuine individual' (italics mine). 
1 3 3 So Conzelmann, Epheser, 101, who writes: 'Die beiden sind eines in dem - als Unnensch 
vorgestellten - Erloser, ja, in ihm sind sie nicht nur einej, sondern einer, der neue Mensch' (101); cf. 
Lindemann, Aufhebung,167; Chadwick, 'Ephesians,' 859c; Fischer, Tendenz, 133-134; Schlatter, 
Briefe, 187; Percy, Probleme, 266 n.16; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 142; Schlier, Epheser, 135; Merklein, 
Christus, 42; Bruce, Ephesians, 299-300; Lincoln, Ephesians, 143-144; cf. idem, 'Theology,' 94; 
Allan, 'Formula,' esp. 60-61. The theory of 'corporate personality' has come under severe criticism in 
recent years: see esp. Rogerson, 'Personality,' 1-16; cf. idem, Anthropology, 46-65; Porter, 'Myths,' 
here 294, 298. 
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of mystical union between Christ and the 'new man',134 or that the 'new man' is 
created 'in/by him', being shaped and governed fry Christ and his actions?135 Are we 
to regard the 'one new man' as denoting a new type of character, neither Jewish nor 
Gentile but a Christian 'third race' which transcends the old divisions?136 Does the 
author wish to speak of the notion of restitution* i.e. the recovery (including the glory) 
of God's first creation?137 Different answers have been offered to these questions over 
the years.138 My own inclination is that the notion of 'one new man' can be best 
understood against the backcloth of ethnic enmity: it is a society-redefining metaphor 
which stands in stark contrast to the Jewish conception about mankind and the social 
ramifications which follow from it. According to this notion, circumcision and lack of 
circumcision summed up the difference between Jew and Gentile, so that mankind 
could be readily split into two separate categories (toix; 8\>o).139 Indeed, one cannot 
truly appreciate the thrust of the notion of 'one new man' without reference to this 
1 3 4 So MuBner, Epheser, 81 who suggests that the union of the new man is created at baptism; idem, 
Christus, 94ff.; Pokorny, Epheser, 123. 
1 3 5 The prepdsition E V can be taken as having an instrumental usage which anwers to our 'by' or 'by 
means o f . See further Houlden, 'Christ,' who concludes that v. 15f. is far from supporting an idea of 
incorporation and that it 'sets Christ in distinction from the people whom he brought into being' (269); 
Allan, 'Formula,' 60-61; Moulc, Idiom, 80; Porter, Idioms, 157; Roberts, 'Instrumental,' 143-146. The 
tension in the meaning of v. :15b is highlighted by Dunn in his recent essay, 'Body,' 152. 
1 3 6 So Chadwick, ' A b s i c h t , ' ^ 
144; cf. idem, 'Church,' 616; idem, 'Theology,' 94. 
1 3 7 So Dahl, 'Christ,' 422-443. 
1 3 8 For a brief history of the interpretation, see Rader,Hostility, esp. 222ff. 
1 3 9 The interpretation of the -Hwo' .(xoix- fruo) in the, sense: of two: categories of people, i.e. Jews and 
Gentiles, fits perfectly well in our: present context. See also Schlier; £/j/iejer, 423 n . l ; Abbott, 
Ephesians, 65; Merkleinj 'Komposition;' 85. Lincoln; EpAwianj, 128^129 suggests mat the passage has 
a cosmic context in the 'original' material, and ;that the two entities (i.e. xit 6cu<p6Tepa, v. 14a; tcbq 
• &0o,! v.l5a; fyupot6pau£, :.v. 16a) refer to the two parts of the cosmos, heaven and earth. Nothing, 
however, has made the acceptance of Lincoln's hypothesis mandatory; The suggestion of Lindemann, 
Aufhebung, 166, that it is perhaps possible that a neuter toe 8v>o stands in the original traditional 
material instead of the masculine xotoc, 8i)o, which the author now changes at v. 16a-18 for the sake of 
adjusting his' own: argument, is not convincing; cf. idem; Epherserbrief, 50-53, in which Lindemann 
reaches f o r an agnostic conclusion: 'Mdglicherweise ist die Frage; wen oder- was der Verfasser mit den 
»Zwei«, den »beiden«, den »Femen und Nahen« im einzelnen gemeint hat, gar nicht beantwortbar' (53). 
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perspective.140 The Jewish perspective, and its social implications, can be summed up 
as follow: the Jews were the 'circumcision' - despite the fact that there were other 
peoples who also practised circumcision (cf. Herodotus, 2.104.2-3; Strabo 17.2.5, 
etc);141 only the 'circumcision'/Jews belonged to the 'body politic of Israel' (v. 12a); 
only the Jews were the legitimate heirs of the 'covenants of the promise' (v. 12b); and 
only the Jews 'have' hope, and (one) God (v. 12, cf. v. 2). 
The consequence which follows from the attitude mentioned above is that the 
Gentiles,142 by definition, are marginalized as regards Israel's various privileges and 
can be slandered against on this basis as being the 'have nots' - in terms of hope and 
of the one God who has chosen Israel as his people (v. 12c; cf. vv. 1-2; 4.4, 6). I 
1 4 0 Contra Merklein, Christus, esp. 23, 76, 99 who concedes that w . 11-12 set Jew and Gentile in 
contrast but concludes that 'the antithesis is established from the perspective of the Church and is 
substantiated also in the Church' (23); Best, 'Judaism,' 87-101; Schnackenburg, 'Politeia,* 482 ('...der 
Verfasser vom christlichen Standpunkt aus fur belanglos halt...'); idem, 'Exegese,' 467-491; idem, 
Ephesians, 115-116; Lindemann, Aufhebung, 147; cf. idem, 'Bemerkungen,' here 249-250; Rese, 
'Vorziige,' 211-222; cf. idem, 'Church,' 19-32; Lincoln, 'Church,' 608-610; idem, 'Theology,' 93-94, 
106, 132-133. Although Lincoln is fully aware of the Gentiles' pre-Christian past in terms of their status 
as Gentiles in relation to Israel's privileged position in God's purposes for salvation, he has failed to 
account for the Gentiles' defective status as being closely associated with the Jews' practice of 
estranging ethnocentrism. 
1 4 1 We should point out that Jews w£re not the only people who demarcated their own world from 
others: see e.g. Plato, who underscored the Greek perspective in his attack on those who would separate 
mankind into two separate categories, namely Greeks and barbarians {Statesman 262C-E). Plato 
discusses whether Greeks and ncHn-Greeks must be seen as parts (uipoc,) of the genus (y£vo<;) men or 
quantitative parts of the aggregate mankind {Statesman 262E). Strabo, Geog. 1.4.9, writes: 'Now, 
towards the end of his [sc. Erathosthenes's] treatise—after withholding praise from those who divide 
the whole multitude of mankind into two groups, Greeks and barbarians (xo<x; 8i%a Sicappoflvreq 
&jtav T6 TO>V &v8pawc<Dv rcA/nOcx; eu; xe T&XTIVOU; KCCI papP&poix; K T X . ) , and also from those who 
advised Alexander to treat the Greeks as friends and the barbarians as enemies—he goes on to say that 
it would be better to make such divisions according to good qualities and bad qualities; for not only are 
many of the Greeks bad, but many of the barbarians are refined...'. See also Plutarch, Magni Alex. fort. 
i virt. 329A-D. See further Avi-Yonah, Hellenism, 136: 'The Egyptians, the Jews, and the Greeks are the 
only three nations of antiquity who, to our knowledge, drew a dividing line between themselves and all 
other people.' Smith, 'One,' 39, argues that 'deeply imbedded within Greek philosophy of the classical 
and hellenistic periods are traditions which concern unity, duality, opposites, harmony, the 5£cuo<;, 
etc... These traditions... have been taken up by hellenistic Judaism and early Christianity.' See also 
Haarhoff, Stranger, 51-59; Baldry, Unity, 82; Balsdon, Aliens, 67; Hall, Barbarian, 3-13; Thompson, 
Blacks, 57-85. 
1 4 2 It is not necessary for us to assume that the term 'Gentile' denotes the Greeks or Romans. What is 
important is the unJewishness of other ethnic groups from the Jewish perspective. See also Stanley, 
'Conflict,' who writes: "The use of the term 'Gentiles' (aXXoqroXoi or 28vr|) to designate all non-Jews 
represents a 'social construction of reality' developed by a particular people-group (the Jews) in a 
concrete historical situation' (105); BAGD, s.v. g0voc„ 2. 
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believe this Jewish perspective and the attitude embedded in it provides the best 
explanation for the inherent imbalance of ethnic and religious privileges and for the 
social distance between Jews and Gentiles (w. 14b-15a). That is the issue which the 
author of Ephesians wished to address in employing the language of 'one new man'. 
The Jewish tendency to divide or factionalise, rather than to integrate, needed to be 
faced down before one could possibly speak of the Gentiles' legitimate place in the 
people of God {infra my exegesis of vv. 19-22).143 Thus, the nub of the issue is not so 
much that Jew and Gentile no longer exist as two ethnic groups of distinct background 
- the 'one new man' is not constituted by the abolition or denial of the differences 
between the two. 1 4 4 Still less is the author's interest in a gnostic Urmensch.145 Rather, 
at stake are the social implications embedded in the Jewish conception of humanity: 
the Jews had reinforced their identity as the people of God on the basis of the 'us'/the 
'circumcision' and 'them'/the 'uncircumcision' divisions and prevented the Gentiles 
of being part of the people of God. Surely a re-definition of the corporate identity of 
God's people against the self-understanding of the Jews was neccesary, and the author 
introduced precisely the imagery of 'one new man' to subvert the social implications 
embedded in the Jewish notion of humanity.146 The 'one new man' imagery - like 
1 4 3 Barth is correct (in principle) when he argues that there is only one people of God and that Eph. 
2.11-22 presents Israel as having continuing significance for the church. However, he has failed to 
account for the ethnic factor that prevents 'the naturalisation of the Gentiles' in the people of God: see 
his Wall, 115-127; idem, People, 45-49; cf. idem, Ephesians, 130-133. 
1 4 4 See also Campbell, Gospel, 110-114, here 114. Contra Best, Body, 154 who overstates his case: 
'There are Jews and there are Gentiles; but the Jews that become Christians lose their Jewishness and 
are not Jewish Christians, and the Gentiles that become Christians lose their Gentile-ness and are not 
Gentile Christians; both are simply Christians-a third and new type of man distinct from the old twofold 
classification of Jew and Gentile. There are now three races of men, Jews, Gentiles, and Christians' 
(italics mine); cf. Chadwick, 'Absicht,' 147; Lincoln, 143-144, et al. One must admit that the 
proponents of the theory of substitution have in the end denied inevitably the distinctive identity of the 
Jews. 
1 4 5 Contra Conzelmann, Epheser, who writes: 'daB Erloser und Erloste in den Substanz identisch sind' 
(100); cf. Fischer, Tendenz, 131-137; Lindemmn, Aufhebung, 167. 
1 4 6 Although our author employed a different society-enhancing imagery in his argument, his language 
of oneness is not entirely novel. It occurs quite often in Greek literature, which reflects the notorious 
fact that Greek communities were bedevilled by tension between impulses to unity and impulses to 
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other imagery which enhances the oneness of Jew and Gentile (e.g. 'in one body', v. 
16; 'in one spirit', v. 18) - shows the author's attempt to overcome the perspective 
which lays stress on the distinctiveness and separation of Jews from the rest of the 
world, and is never anything other than his own revised estimate of the 'us'/'them' 
polarisation on the basis of a particular ethnos. He claims from a Christological 
perspective (i.e. 'in Christ')1 4 7 that the Jewish Messiah has opened up the possibility 
of a new beginning for humanity in his creation. Here the theme of creation is Jewish 
separation. Plato, for example, had already spoken of a revised version of humanity, i.e. a 'single 
human flock' (&YEA,T£) - in a distant golden era when God became the shepherd of mankind - who are 
no longer divided into city-states and who do not possess wives and children among them {Statesman 
274E, cf. idem, Laws, 680E). There can be little doubt that Plato did envisage the oneness of mankind 
at some point, although the possibility of its realization in his own time was deemed highly unlikely. 
The same line of thought is probably echoed in Aristophanes, Lysistrata, 568-584, esp. 578-584, who 
writes: '[A]ll in one basket of love and of unity, citizens, visitors, strangers, and sojourners, all the 
entire, undivided community' - perhaps this is the earliest record of the Greek woman's perspective on 
the unity of 'humankind' (i.e. the Greeks). Plutarch, De Alex. Magni Fort, aut Virtue, recounts that the 
Stoic founder Zeno has dreamt of a philosophic well-ordered society and told the Athenians that they 
should not live split up into city-states and demes: '[T]hat our life should not be based on cities or 
peoples each with its own view of right and wrong (i.e. polis-centrism), but we should regard all 
humans as our fellow-countrymen and fellow-citizens (n(xvza.$ AvGoantcoi; fiYcb|ie9a Sipo-rac, K C U 
noXiiac,), and that there should be one life and one order (eiq 8e fj m i KOOUXN;), like that of a single 
flock on a common pasture feeding together under a common law' (329A-B); cf. op. cit. 330D: 'But 
Alexander desired to render all upon the earth subject to one law of reason and one form of government 
and to reveal all humans as one people' (2va 8%iov &v6pdano\x; tfoiaviac, duioqrfjvai pVuXou.evoi;'*). 
We also encounter on numerous occasions the language of oneness as a society-enhancing metaphor in 
ancient political rhetoric, which endeavoured to overcome civil or interstatal discords. See e.g. Dio, Or. 
41.10, who spoke of the two strife-driven city-states of Prusa and Apameia as being almost 'one 
community, one city' (et<; eaie Sfjuoq KCCI uAa icoXiq) when he urged concord between the two; cf. 
idem, Or. 39.5 (= On Concord in Nicaea upon the Cessation of Civil Strife). Philo, De Conf. 170 also 
used the language of onenessto describe the entire human race before it divided into several groups, cf. 
De Conf. 192. Baldry has summed up the ideal of the ancient Greek philosophers thus: "The belief that 
cpiAia, avoidance of OT&CIC,, is the key to the lasting happiness of the communities, is implicit in nearly 
every Greek thinker and a commonplace in Plato (e.g. Law 628) and Aristotle (e.g. Nic. Eth. 1155 
a 22) ' : see his 'State,' esp. 12-15. In the NT, Paul's language of oneness in his earlier letters can 
certainly be placed on a par with the Greek writers, except that he Christianises the notion of oneness in 
a significant way, making it serve a different kind of community structure: see e.g. Gal. 3.28; 1 Cor. 
10.17; 12.13; Col. 3.11. 
.147 The pleonastic 'in him' formula in v. 15b is probably another indication of typical Christian habit 
(v. 13a). Scholars who opt for an unaspirated form (ev ainfy, ' in himself , e.g. UBS 2 , but see UBS 4!) 
often take the prepositional phrase as conveying a reflexive meaning; the variant ev ecrottp ('in 
himself) is also found in D G, al to strengthen case for the latter sense, but see UBS 4 ; N A 2 7 ; B. 
Metzger, Commentary, 602, 616. However, it is more likely that the 'in him' formula has a back 
reference to 'in Christ' ( E V Xpiccqi 'Iiioofi, v. 13a), and is set against other phrases such as T § KctipQ 
eKEivm x ^ P ^ XpiatoS (v. 12) and v w l 8e... ev xpiaxfy (v. 13a). Whether the usage of ' in him/Christ' 
is to be regarded as subjective (i.e. the believers as being in Christ [e.g. 3.17, cf. v. 12, tcp Kcupto 
eKeivcp xopU XpiOTofi] or objective, i.e. the redemptive act which happens 'in' Christ [e.g. 2.13] is 
sometimes difficult to decide. In our present context, it probably denotes that both Jews and Gentiles 
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in character, echoing the story of the first humans in the Jewish scriptures (cf. vv. 9-
10; 4.24),148 a prominent theme in Paul's earlier letters (e.g. 1 Cor. 15.44-49; 2 Cor. 5. 
17; Gal. 6.14-15; Col. 3.9-10). 
In short, the belief that the cessation of ethnic enmity is the key to a 
harmonious (and healthy) community has prompted the author of Ephesians to 
introduce the idea of 'one new man', reinforcing a broad view of humanity which is 
undivided by artificial barriers or divisive (boundary) markers.149 The 'one new man' 
denotes the new corporate identity or image of both Jew and Gentile. It focuses on the 
way in which both Jew and Gentile are to perceive themselves and to be presented to 
and perceived by others. Whereas the old paradigm used to define humanity by 
divisions, the author's 'one new man' lays stress on the new way in which Jew and 
Gentile ought to relate to one another, claiming that the ethnic enmity between the two 
human groups is overcome (in principle!) as they are held together as a unified whole 
in Christ. The author's endeavour ought not to be read as a levelling and abolishing of 
all ethnic differences - Jews still remain Jews, as do the Gentiles - but as a repudiation 
of the ethnocentric perspective which perceives the differences as grounds for 
estrangement and discrimination. 
have acquired a new corporate identity in the light of the (objective): reconciling work of Christ who 
inagurated the eschatological era. See further Dunn, TP A, esp. 399-401; Fitzmyer, Theology, 90. 
vW?.:The idea of a new creation has a classic place in Jewish literature;: see eig. Ps. 89.47; 102.26; Isa. 
43.19; 65.17ff.; 66.22; Sir. 17.1; / [Ethiop.] Enoch 72.1; 91. 16; 1QS 4. 22ff.; 1QH 13. 11-12; Jub. 
1.29; Gen. R. 39.14; Targ. Jer. 23.23; 2 Cor. 5.17; Gal. 6.14-15; 2 Pet. 3.12f.; Rev. 21.1, 5. See-further 
Black, 'Creation,' here 14, n.3. Black argues that Isa. 65.17ff. is the Hebrew locus classicus for the idea 
xof 'new creation, and might , well' be held to warrant most of; the later tradition in me, Apocrypha^ 
Pseudipigrapha and rabbinical sources. See further Str-B, 3.840-847; Gro8,* 'Geschopf,' esp. 101, ,104, 
108-109; Fitzmyer; T/»eo/ogy, 70; Ba^^ 
53f.; cf. idem, 'NeuschSpfung,' 131-136; Barbour, 'Creation,' here 35; Foerster, ' K T U ; © , ' 1000-1035; 
Tobin, Creation, passim: MuBner, CAriifiw, 94 suggests that the notion of new creation is adopted from 
proselyte terminology; cf. Dahl, 'Christ,' 425, 436-437. Nevertheless, the concern of our present 
passage is concord 'in Christ' rather than conversion. There are also no good grounds for us to speak of 
the influence of gnostic ideas (ecwfra Lindemann. Fischer,and others) linking the primordial (heavenly) 
Man - sometimes identified with the Saviour - and the first created man. 
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We also have reason to believe, on the basis of our analysis, that the vivid 
imagery of the 'one new man' is not of Christian Jews and Christian Gentiles who had 
constituted the new humanity in the sense that the church had replaced Israel as the 
people of God. Indeed it would be difficult to conceive of the 'one new man' without 
a close connection to Israel:150 the author does not conceive of the 'one new man' 
without a connection to the 'circumcision' or the 'body politic of Israel', but argues 
that the new humanity no longer defined itself on the basis of an ethnos and by 
separation of the 'circumcision'/Jew from the 'uncircumcision'/Gentile but embraced 
both'in Christ'. 
4.4.6 TCOICOV eipT|VT|v (v. 15c) 
The author has marked the creation of the 'one new man' as the turning point 
for both Jew and Gentile in terms of their new identity and by implication, their 
relationship with one another. But he argues that this turning point can be achieved 
only by the. attainment of peace by Christ.151 For us the important question is, why 
'making peace'? In what context did this formulation normally arise and what motives 
1 4 9 It is beyond the scope of this study to explore the ethical implications of the motif of 'new man' in 
our epistle (e.g. 4. 24), but we may note that the 'new man' stands in contrast not merely to the 'old 
man' which is morally corrupt, but also to the divisiveness of the latter; cf. Col. 3.9-11. 
1 5 0 See in particular Richardson, Israel, 22-32, who suggests that i t was not until after the New 
Testament period that the Christian Church came to be recognized explicitly as a 'third race', neither 
Jewish nor Gentile but Christian; cf. Fischer, Tendenz, 80-81; Moule, Birth, 51, n. 2; Markus, 
Christianity, esp. ch. 2 [on "The Third Race'], here 24-47. For the idea of Christians as tertium genus, 
see esp. Clem. Alex., Strom. 6.5,41; Epist. to Diognetus UTsvtuilian, Scorpiace, 10. 
1 5 1 Despite Lincoln, Ephesians, 143, and others, who claim that the 'original' hymn ends in v. 16 and 
that the present participial clause 'making peace' concludes by stating the end result of Christ's creative 
act ('thus, making peace', e.g. NRSV), it is more likely that the author stresses here the circumstance 
under which the 'one new man' can come into being. Lincoln's claim would also make a nonsense of v. 
17 where the author clearly elaborates the way in which peace is instilled by Christ. The most that can 
be said is that v. 15c answers only part of the question, namely how the 'one new man' is created, and 
that the activity that leads to the emergence of the 'one new man' is not unveiled until w . 17-18. 
Scholars who are of the opinion that w . 14-16 is an excursus or a Vorlage are often inclined to read v. 
15c as one of the concluding statements which is paralleled by v. 16b ('thus putting to death that 
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could have prompted its use here? Is he speaking of making peace as the end of 
human enmity and hostilities? It is possible to detect at least two influencing factors. 
(a) The concept of making peace is a commonplace in ancient political 
rhetoric, in which the state of hostility or tension that existed between different people 
groups is always presupposed.152 To make peace is to urge for reconciliation or to 
attain a condition of non-war. It is mainly in this connection that we encounter the 
theme of 'making peace' in the political orators.153 Fundamental to ancient political 
philosophy is the conviction that 'making peace' , a virtual synonym for reconciling, is 
hostility through i t ' , e.g. NRSV). That the author's argument has already reached its climax in v. 16 (or 
v. 17) should not be pressed. 
1 5 2 See e.g. Polybius, Hist. 5.29.1: 'The Aetolians were on the one hand anxious to make peace 
(7toifioao9ai TT|V eiptiypy), since the war told heavily on them and things were turning out far 
otherwise than they had expected.' It is beyond the scope of this study to explore the various reasons for 
internecine strifes in ancient city-states; it may be sufficient to cite the following important works: e.g. 
Andocides, On the Peace with the Lacedaimonians; Isocrates, On the Peace. The political speeches of 
Dio to the various city-states of Bithynia (e.g. Nicomedia, Nicaea, Prusa and Apamea, see his Orr. 38-
41) focus without exception on the topic of concord or the overcoming of civil or interstate]; discords 
and. hostilities. Dio also preached reconciliation of disputes between various cities (e.g. between Prusa 
and the Roman colony of Apamea; between the leading cities of Bithynia, Nicomedia and Nicaea; and 
between Tarsus and its neighbouring cities, Aegae, Mallus, and Adana: see e.g. Orr; 32, 34/ 38, 39, 40, 
41). He also includes in Or. 34. 19 the following as the main causes of internal and internecine strife: 
envy, rival ambitions, self-seeking and neglect of the public interest. Cf. Or. 38.24-26, 30, 40. For a 
discussion of internal strife in the Greek- city-states under the Roman rulership, see e.g. Plutarch, 
Praecepta gerendae reispublicae, esp./824A. Gf. Aristides; Or. 7 (=On Behalf of Making Peace with 
the Lacedaimonians); In his Or. 23.12, 66 (=To the Cities on Concord), Aristides mentions the quarrels 
between Ephesus and Smyrna over 'primacy' or 'presidency', (T6 jcpoxetov), cf. Dio, Or. 38.24-26, 30, 
40; Thucydides, 8.93.3; Andocides, 1.73; Lysias, 18.17f. For the (ethnic) conflicts between Jews and 
Greeks at Alexandria; see Josephus, Bell. Jud.lAT; Philo, In Flaccum, 135-145. See further Aalders, 
Thought, passim; Jones, Dio, esp. ch. 10 [on Concord], 83-94. 
1 5 3 Examples in ancient literature are extensive. Andocides, who devoted himself to a vigorous 
campaign for the ending of war between Athens and Sparta, has turned the clause 'make peace' into a 
catch-phrase in his On the Peace with the Lacedaimonians (no\£l\ + eiptivri, 17x: 1, 2, 6, 8, 11, 12, 13, 
19, 20, 21, 23, 25, 27, 28, 30, 41); Cf. Isocrates, De Pace (=Or. 8) 16.1-2; idem, PAi/ip ^ O r . 5) 7.7; 
Archidamus (s=Or. 6) 11.2, 13.8-9,' 29.41, 33.2-3, 34.2, 55.7; Panathenicus (=Or. 12) 105; 
Panegyricus, 116; Xenophon, Hell. 2.2.20; 2.2.22; Demosthenes, Or. 11.1; Philippica 2.28; Dionysius 
Halicarnassus, Rom. Ant. 19.9.4; 10.21.8.4; Thucydides, Hist. 5.17.2.7; Polybius, Hist. 2.18.9.3-19.1.1; 
Diodorus Siculus, 14.15.1, 14.110.3; Plutarch, Pyrrhus 6.8; 12.8.2; Pericles 10.4; Timoleon 34.2; 
Agesilaus 23.1; Nicias 9;8; Aristides,: Or. 11.151; Panathenicus 154.3; 158.4-5, etc. Although the 
notion of 'making peace' is also found in the Jewish scriptures, the expression is extremely infrequent. 
In the L X X of Isa. 27.5 (2 times), it occurs in a context in which the Israelites were estranged from 
Yahweh and were urged to 'make peace' with their God; the other occurence in Isa.45.7 is of no 
relevance. The same idea is clearly present in the Apocrypha, and it does not go beyond the Greek 
usage: 1 Mace. 6.49; 11.51; cf. 6.58, 13.37. Elsewhere in the NT the same expression 'make peace' 
occurs only in Jas. 3.18-4.3 in which the author of the epistle deals with internal strife between 
members of the same community, cf. Col. 1.20. For the idea of 'making peace' (D"r?B? najtf) in the 
Mishnah, see especially Foerster, 'eiptiyn.,'419; see also Beck & Brown, 'eiptivn.,'782-783. 
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the best means to avoid the evils of strife1 5 4 and the preservation of territorial or 
national solidarity (i.e. secure from dangers and threats from outside).155 This 
precisely explains why the instilling of peace (and concord) between two rival city-
states or citizen bodies is often considered in the ancient period as the noblest activity 
of a statesman.156 Peace, i.e. the ending of civil strife or interstate disputes, and 
concord157 has always been lauded as political virtues,158 while strife, war and enmity 
are always despised as evils and belonged to the same side of the taxonomy.159 
1 5 4 See Dio, Or. 39.3-7, who told the Nicaeans that concord made it possible to make good use of the 
other advantages of city life; Aristides, 24.12ff, equates concord with good sense and its absence with 
madness. Sheppard, 'Homonoia,' concludes that 'the quest for concord in city life had two aspects: the 
avoidance of factional strife between public bodies or aristocratic cliques, and the prevention of 
disorder among the mass of the people or the community at large' (242). 
1 5 5 See e.g. Andocides, On the Mysteries, 107-108; Isocrates, On the Peace, 18-20; Aristides, 
Panathenaicus, l,277ff; 298-301, 318-330. This thesis is expounded at considerable length by 
Sheppard,'Homonoia,'esp. 239. 
1 5 6 See in particular Plutarch, Praeceptagerendae respublicae 80%C, 824D. Plutarch argued that it 
remained for every ideal statesman to involve himself in noble activities which instil concord and 
friendship and remove strifes, discords and all enmity (825E): See also Jones, Dio, 94. 
1 5 7 The coupling of 'peace and concord' in ancient political rhetoric can be easily documented: e.g. 
Dio, Or. 39.2; Plutarch, Praecepta gerendae respublicae 824G; Aemililius• 4; Sylloge3, nos. 685.14; 
742.1, If . , 10f.; Josephus, Bell. 2.340f./e( al. 
1 5 8 See e.g. Aristophanes, The Peace. 290-309; Dio Chrysostom, Orr. 38.10; 40.26; 41.13, et al. The 
expediency of 'peace' (x6 crouxpepov) was made abundantly clear in ancient rhetorical handbooks and 
political rhetoric, see e.g. [Aristotle?], Rhet. ad Alexander 1422 a5-15: 'What is expedient is the 
preservation of existing virtues, or the acquisition of goods that we do not possess, or the rejection of 
existing evils; or the prevention of harmful things expected to occur... Expedient for a state are such 
things as concord^ military strength, property and a plentiful revenue, good and numerous allies. And 
briefly; we consider all things that resemble these expedient, and the things opposite to these 
inexpedient.' Cf. also Op. cit. 1422b34-35: 'As it is expedient for people in health to be on their guard 
against contracting disease, so also it is expedient for states enjoying a period of concord to take 
precautions against the rise of faction (craGi<iaa>aic,)': Isocrates openly declared in his political 
; oratory that the role of a king is to act as a benefactor in promoting concord: 'And yet, i f kings are to 
rule well, they, must try to preserve harmony, not only in the states over which they, hold dominion, but 
also in their own households and in their places of abode' (Nicoles 41); also Philip 16, 30, 83; idem, De 
Pace 16: ' I (sc. Isocrates) maintain, -then;'.that we should make peace (jioteToOcu "rtivaelpfiviiv)..; For 
we shall not find terms of peace more just than these nor.'more ejcpedic«f for our city'; Aristides, Or. 
7.28,31. 
1 5 9 See e.g. Isocrates, Philip 7; Aristophanes, The Peace 310, who eulogised (the deity) Peace; but 
despised war as a 'demon'; Thucydides, 8.93.3; D k \ Or. 40.26; Aristides, On Behalf of Making Peace 
with the Lacedaimoninas (= Or. 7), 24. A comparision with the parallels in the Jesus tradition may lead 
us to the same conclusion. According to Matt. 5.9, those who disinterestedly come between two 
contending parties in order to establish peace are highly lauded as the 'sons of God' (v io l Geoii); cf. 
Jas. 3.18. See also Foerster, 'elpf|VT|,' 417. See further Baldry, 'State,* esp. 12-15. 
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Given that the author of Ephesians is familiar with the ideas of 'making peace' 
in the political sphere,160 he may well have used this terminus techmcus of 
contemporary politics like the others. Recognising that the tensions which often 
afflicted the ancient state-bodies could be (potentially) present between Jews and 
Gentiles, he was attracted to the use of the language of 'making peace'.161 Thus, the 
principle of Christ's 'making peace' which the author invokes in order to put to an 
end to the estrangement between Jews and Gentiles162 is that which aided ancient 
political writers to counter the evils of strife in their own communities. 
(b) The second factor, perhaps the more important, is that the author of 
Ephesians is wrestling with the corporate unity of Jew and Gentile: how could the 
Gentiles who did not derive from Abraham (i.e. the 'uncircumcision') relate to those 
1 6 0 It is most striking to see that our present expression, and in particular its underlying assumption of 
ethnic 'discord' or stasis, has been overlooked by almost all interpreters over the years: see e.g. Gnilka, 
Epheserbrief, 141T142; Lindemann, Aufhebung, 167-174; Schnackenburg,Ephesians, 116; Bruce, 
Ephesians, 298-300; Lincoln* Ephesians, 143-144, et al. I can also see no real progress in the 
suggestion of Swartley, 'War,' esp. 2385 that we draw a clear-cut division between religion and 
politics. 
1 6 1 We would need to note, however, fnat in Greek literature the phrase 'make peace' may denote (a) a 
peace setdement between two people groups/city-states that were in rivalry (e.g. Andocides, On the 
Peace with the Lacedaimonians, 12ff.; 1 Mace. 11.50-51), or (b) a truce (onovS&c,), understood in the 
sense of the vanquished being 'Imperialised' by the victor (e.g. Isocrates, Panegyricus, 116, or the 
: 'Peace' of Antalcidas in idem, Panathenicus 105). The difference between 'peace' and 'truce' is well 
defined by Andocides, On the Peace with the Lacedaimonians 11: 'A peace is made by men on equal 
terms, having reached agreement with one another over their differences, a truce is made by injunction 
by the victors, after winning the war, over the vanquished, just as the Spartans, after defeating us in the 
war, enjoined us to demolish our walls, surrender our fleet and recall our exiles.' See also Polybius, 
Hist. 21.4.12: 'But when, upon the Aetolians inquiring on what conditions they should make peace 
(7toieto0av TT|V elpfivnv), Lucius Scipio informed them that there were two alternatives open to them/ 
: either to submit entirely to Rome or to pay a thousand talents at once and make a defensive and 
offensive alliance, the Aetolians present were exceedingly distressed to find that this decision was not at 
all comfortable to their previous conversation; They, however, said they would submit the conditions to 
the peopleof AetoliaVCf. op. cit 5.107.6.5-7.1; 18.1.11.3-12.1; 21.4.12.1. See also 1 Mace. 6.49: we 
are told that Antiochus Epiphanes IV 'made peace' (£7touioev elp'fivnv) with the people of Beth-Zur, 
but the latter evacuated the town because they had no provisions there to withstand a siege', cf. 6.58; 
TJud.1.1-%. 
1 6 2 Contra Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 50-51, who argues that Colossians has exerted an influence upon 
Ephesians in the usage of the term. Whereas the author of Golossians uses a slightly different term 
(eipT|vo7totfe(o, 1.20) to express the broad sweep of Christ's reconciling work ('through him;.: to 
reconcile all things, whether on earth or in heaven, making peace by the blood of his cross'), the peace 
that is effected by Christ between Jew and Gentile is 'earthly' in our present passage. 
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who already did?1 6 3 Given the fact that the Gentiles had been estranged from the 
'body politic' based on a particular ethnos, is it possible to speak of a rapprochement 
of Jew and Gentile? If so, howl For our author, the estranged human groups can 
become a harmonious whole by Christ's peace-making ministry perceived as an act 
which holds together the two estranged groups as one.164 
In short, the author's skill consisted of his ability to draw into use the technical 
language of ancient political rhetoric in such a way that he could speak of Christ as a 
fervent campaigner whose ultimate aim is to create a mankind which is in concord by 
bringing to an end human enmity and estrangement. 
4.4.7 Kcri (iva) aTtoKaTaAAa^xi xovc, antpoxepovc, ev ev i C(bu.cm x& Gem 5xa T O V 
OTorupofi, anoKTetvac, TT|V e%9pav ev atntp (v. 16) 
The reconciliation of 'both in one body' is a thought which is parallel to that 
of the creation of the two ethnic groups into 'one new man'.1 6 5 Indeed the second ivcc-
clause fleshes out what is said in the first. The act of reconciliation is now described 
by the unique doubly-compounded verb a7toKaxaXA.dooa), a term which is used 
elsewhere in the NT only in Colossians (1.20, 22), but not in any other extant Greek 
literature.166 It is not impossible that the term was coined by either Paul or his 
1 6 3 This includes those who did not believe but belonged to 'Israel' (cf. v. l i b , the 'circumcision') and 
those who have already believed in Christ, i.e. the Christian Jews (cf. 1.12). 
1 6 4 Although the author.-of Ephesians for some reason avoids using,the_term..6)t6voia in his 
formulations, the urge to maintain concord between members in the 'one body* of Christ is clearly 
evident in his paraenesis: ' I therefore, a prisoner for the Lord, beg you to lead a life worthy of the 
calling to which you have been called... eager to maintain the unity of the spirit by the bond of peace' 
(oTTOuSci^ ovrEC/ TTipetv Tf|v kv&cryta T O $ rcveuiiaToc, iv -rep O"ov8£ou£p ir\<; eipfjvric,, 4.3). The 
difference between 6u6voia ('oneness of mind') and 'oneness of the spirit' is very thin. Our author may 
well have been aware of the idea of'oneness of mind'and christianised it. 
1 6 5 This is shown by the fact that v. 16 is still governed by the Iva of v. 15b, describing the purpose of 
Christ's reconciliatory work from a different angle. 
1 6 6 See in particular Porter, KaxaXX&aam, 189; Biichsel, 'airoKata^aooto,' 258; Merkel, 
'KataXXdooco,' 261. 
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associate/disciple. Like its simpler form KoccaAA&aaa),167 the compound verb also 
occurs in contexts where relationships had turned hostile or unfriendly.168 
So far as we can tell from our present context, the author is referring to the 
reconciliation of the two different categories of peoples, as suggested by the phrase 
xovc, au.(poT£povc„ reminding us of the 'circumcision'/Jew and the 
'uncircumcision'/Gentile.169 Thus, the key to understanding the notion of 
reconciliation is the recognition that the author sees the condition from which both 
Jews and Gentiles are delivered as one of ethnic antagonism which is closely 
associated with the exclusive attitude of the Jews.170 It is in this connection that Christ 
is depicted as effecting reconciliation of the two ethnic groups by exchanging ethnic 
alienation and enmity for peace and fellowship through his death on the cross (5ia 
TO$ atcropofi; cf. Col. 2.14). The death of Christ here could easily evoke the idea of 
1 6 7 See e.g. Rom. 5.11; 11.15; 2 Cor. 5.18-19, etc. See further Porter, KaiaMaoow, 39-50 for a 
helpful discussion of the usage of KaTocXXaoc© among Hellenistic writers; On the Biblical 
understanding of reconciliation, see Vorlander & Brown, 'KaxaXXaooo,' 172; Buchsel, 
'a7COKaxaX.X,dCTOco', 254-258. 
1 6 8 See Col. 1.15-20 (esp. w . 20, 22), where the concern is primarily with the cosmic reconciliation 
between the various constituents of the cosmos to God. However, the suggestion that our author is 
influenced by Colossians, which had, taken the compound verb from the alleged 'hymn' about the 
overcoming cosmic hostility and restoration of harmony between heaven and earth, must be deemed 
highly speculative (e.g. Lincoln, Ephesians, 145; Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 50-51). So far as we can 
tell, the usage of the compound vterb in our present context differs from Colossians in that it lays stress 
on the reconciliation effected by Christ between two estranged human groups. Best, Ephesians2 264, 
suggests that the word dKOKataXXdcaoo may have been in used in the 'Pauline school'. For a 
convenient bibliography on the theme of reconciliation in the NT, see Lincoln, Ephesians, 145. 
1 6 9 I therefore disagree with Lindemann, Aufhebung, 175 n. 159, who argues that our present term 
refers to 'all ' ( 'Alle') in the Hellenistic usage; cf. idem, Epheserbrief, 53. Lindemann is constrained by 
the parameters of his own theory of Gnosticism We have enough evidence to show that the original 
sense of 'both- should be maintained in Ephesians: see e.g. Plato, Gorgias 498B (i.e. the coward and 
1 the brave); Pindar, Pythian Ode 2.76 - 'to both sides', i.e. the slanderers and the slandered; 10.2 
(Lacedaimon and Thessaly); Isaeus, On the Estate of Philoctemon {=Or. 6) 63 [both classes of children, 
i.e. children of one's own and adopted]; Xenophon, Hellenica 7.4.35 - 'both parties', i.e. the Arcadians 
and the Eleans; Did, Or. 38.43 - 'both peoples', i.e. the Nicomedians and the Nicaeans who were in 
discord, cf. 38.45,46; see also LSJ, s.v. 
1 7 0 Contra Lincoln, Ephesians, 146 who fails to take into account the way in which the Jews perceived 
the Gentiles and their exclusive tendency toward them, and therefore fails to give adequate reason why 
both need to be reconciled to God; also Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 116. Best's conclusion that 
Ephesians 'contains no sign of tension between Jew and Gentile' must be deemed erroneous 
(Ephesians1, 92); cf. idem, Ephesians1, 264-265, 271. Merklein, who overlooks the exclusive attitude 
of the Jews, has come to the conclusion that the author of Ephesians has set Jew and Gentile in contrast 
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the noble death of a peace-maker, an idea which is evidently present in the Graeco-
Roman world. 1 7 1 This by no means plays down the vertical aspect of reconciliation, 
i.e. between God and Gentile (or between God and Jew). In our present passage, God 
is not portrayed as the antagonised or 'injured' party in a direct sense (cf. Rom. 5.10; 
1 Cor. 7.11; 2 Cor. 5.19), and the vertical aspect of reconciliation is not what the 
author will argue for at this point. The point is that the author sees reconciliation as 
being closely associated with two interrelated factors, namely the Jewish view that the 
Gentiles, by definition, are cut off from Israel's God-given grace and presumably from 
their God (thus, the derogatory name-calling 'atheists', v. 12; see also vv. 1-2; 4.17-
18), and the ethnic enmity which came as one of the outcomes of that view.1 7 2 
Reconciliation must therefore include, primarily, the cessation of ethnic enmity and, 
subsequently, the termination of the hitherto defective status of the Gentiles in the 
eyes of the Jews. The author argues that 'both' the Gentiles who were estranged from 
Israel's blessings by the Jews on ethnic considerations and the Jews who had played a 
substantial role in excluding (and antagonising) them, need to be reconciled and 
restored to God (cf. v. 18).173 That the two ethnic groups need to be restored to God 
implies that the author (a^Jew) has denounced the claim that the Gentiles were 
'atheists' by removing the Gentiles' label of 'otherness' and, most importantly, 
in w , 1 If . , in which the antithesis itself is produced from the viewpoint of the Church and also 
exemplified in the Church (Christus, 22-23). 
1 7 1 Plutarch, for example, provided a good account of the associations between death and the 
i attainment of peace/reconciliation. In the last speech before Otho committed suicide in order to end the 
civil strife, he made it known to his people that he wanted to sacrifice himself for the sake of 'peace and 
concord': 'For I do not see how my victory can be of so great advantage to the Romans as my offering 
up my life to secure peace and concord (elpf|vn.q KCCI 6|iovotac,), and to prevent Italy from beholding 
such a day again' {Otho 15.6). 
1 7 2 I therefore disagree with Lindemann, Epherserbrief, 50-51 who concludes that our present passage 
speaks of cosmic rather than ethnic reconciliation; also with Fischer, Tendenz, 134. 
1 7 3 Lincoln, Ephesians, 145 is correct in saying that 'the Gentiles' alienation from Israel involved 
alienation from God', but he has failed to explain whether there is an ethnic factor which is now 
embedded in this alienation; also Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 117. It is more likely that the author 
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eradicating the boundary between Jew and Gentile (v. 12c). The reconciliation of the 
'have nots', i.e. 'atheists', and the Jews who already placed their hope in the one God 
also shows that the author embraced a unversalistic approach by assuming that 
reconciliation of the two human groups cannot be deemed complete unless both are 
also restored to the one God of Israel as its ultimate goal (TO) Beep). 
For us, the most important question is: What does the author mean by the 'one 
body' in which Jews and Gentiles are reconciled? Does it denote an ecclesial body, 
namely the 'Church', which is to be reckoned with alongside Israel?174 Has Israel 
found her genuine prolongation exclusively in the church of Jewish and Gentile 
Christians, and has the election of Israel passed over to Christians? Is it true that the 
fate of the Israel of God and its existence, an issue which had greatly disturbed Paul 
(see esp. Romans), was no longer an issue for the author of Ephesians?175 Different 
possibilities have been offered over the years as regards the author's 'one body' 
imagery; several, however, are little to the point.176 
Kasemann suggested that at the time when Ephesians was written, the two 
Pauline theologoumena, 'the people of God' and 'the body of Christ' compete with 
one another.177 He argued that the normal development from the theme of the people 
of God to the body of Christ which we usually find in Paul is reversed in Eph. 
assumes that ethnic enmity is subsequently enmity of humanity against God: see esp. Barth, Ephesians 
1-3, 291. 
1 7 4 See e.g. Kasemann, 'Ephesians,' 288ff, who argues that the church in Ephesians has become 'a 
; force in history'; Martin, Reconciliation, 'The separation of Christianity and Judaism is recognised..., 
the threat was that Gentile Christians should want to cast off all association with the Old Testament 
faith and disown their origins in Israel's salvation history' (160); Stuhlmacher, 'Peace', who concludes 
that the church is the 'true Israel' (188); Merklein, Chritus, 45-53, 98; Houlden, 'Christ,' here 272; 
Best, Body, 153; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 117, et al. 
1 7 5 This is the main contention of Rese, 'Vorziige,' 222; cf. idem, 'Church,' esp. 28-29. 
1 7 6 Dunn, 'Body,' esp. 157-158, is an exception. Dunn finds an intimate connection between the usage 
of the 'body' language and Paul's wrestling with the problem of Israel in his epistle to the Romans. He 
concludes that the 'body' language is introduced to solve the problem of how Jew and Gentile could be 
correlated within the one community, and that this problem is one of the major factors that determines 
the usage of the 'body' imagery in Paul; cf. idem, TP A, esp. 533-552. 
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2.1 I f f . : 1 7 8 the conversion of the Gentile Christians is depicted as incorporation in the 
Jewish-Christian people of God, and the body of Christ is correspondingly interpreted 
as a union of Christians, both Jews and Gentiles, i.e. a union of two nations. He 
therefore concludes that there is only one satisfactory explanation for this 
phenomenon: what Paul considered in Rom. 11.17ff. as a threatening possibility had 
already happened, namely that the Gentile Christians were pushing the Jewish 
Christians aside. The author of Ephesians therefore reminds them of the Jewish 
Christians' priority in salvation history. Consequently the continuity with Israel as the 
people of God is energetically stressed.179 It is dubious, however, whether the two 
Pauline theologoumena in question are competing with one another. As has already 
been noted {supra, chapter 3), what is pressed to the fore and challenged by the author 
is not Israel's status as the people of God, but Jewish ethnocentrism, in which the 
Gentiles were estranged from the constricted 'body politic of Israel'. Kasemann is 
confusing Israel as the people of God with the 'body politic' which is based on a 
particular ethnos, with the result that he misses the whole point of the author's 
argument in vv. 1 Iff. His comments that the Gentiles had displayed haughtiness over 
the Jews,180 and therefore} needed to be reminded of their Jewish roots, must be 
deemed gratuitous. Equally unconvincing is the suggestion that the author of 
Ephesians 'knows only about the particularity of Israel when looking back to the time 
before Christ came; after Christ has come the election of Israel has passed over to the 
1 7 7 Kasemann, Perspectives, 109-110; cf. idem, Versuche, 281. 
1 7 8 See also Kasemann, 'Ephesians,' who writes: 'Paul's pupil... does so when he emphatically 
juxtaposes the expression the body of Christ with that of the people of God, the holy remnant, and 
thereby in effect modifies the Pauline ecclesiology' (296). 
1 7 9 Kasemann, 'Ephesians,' esp. 291, 297. Kasemann's theory is revived in Roetzel, 'Relations,' 81-89; 
idem, Conversations, 140-144. 
1 8 0 Martin, Reconciliation, 193 who comes to the same conclusion as Kasemann. 
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Christian Church'.181 According to this view, the description in Ephesians (esp. 2.12) 
of how Israel's privileges make up the past deficiencies of the Gentiles serves the 
purpose of emphasising the salvation-historical difference between Jews and Gentiles 
that was in force before the coming of Christ. It is arguable that the author still has the 
'salvation-historical difference between Jew and Gentile' in view {supra my exegesis 
of v. 12 in Chapter 4), 1 8 2 but this can hardly rule out a reference to the fact that the 
two ethnic groups were estranged from one another on the basis of ethnos.m 
Merklein, who argues that the author has set the Jew and Gentile in contrast only from 
the standpoint of the Church, the eschatological people of God ('den 
ekklesiologischen Blickwinkel'), has opted fof an ambivalent character for 'Israel': 
Israel refers to the community of Israel ('Gemeinde Israels') in the OT sense and at 
the same time to the Church as the eschatological people of God.1 8 4 The most salient 
question for us is: who is Israel? Clearly Merklein has not been aware of the fact that 
'Israel' has become an exclusive, ethnocentric entity in Ephesians (supra my exegesis 
of v. 12a in Chapter 4). Although Merklein has raised an important question in his 
study, namely, How can Jew ancl Gentile be the eschatological people of God?, and 
1 8 1 Rese, 'Vorzuge,' 222; cf. idem, 'Church,' 28; Schlier, Epheser, 120; Lincoln, 'Church,' 605-624. 
1 8 2 The salvation-historical approach has come under heavy criticism in Lindemann, Aufhebung, esp. 
146, 191-192, who concludes that the interest of the author is not in the history of the church nor its 
historical character: 'Das Interesse des Verfassers richtet sich aber nicht auf eine Geschichte der 
• Kirche, ihr Wachsen ist ein strukturelles, kein geschichtliches Merkmal' (191); Tachau, Einst, 142. 
v l 8 3 Rese, 'Church,'.here 27, who fails to see the confusion of Jewish identity and the ethnically based 
'politeia of Israel', reaches the following conclusion: although the Gentiles were excluded from the 
politeia of Israel in their pre-Christian time, now as Gentile Christians they have become members of 
the politeia of Israel, as Ephesians 2, 19 indicates. Rese evidently assumes that the Gentiles' 
'naturalisation'is straightforward. 
1 8 4 Merklein, Christus, 23, 28, 74, 99, concludes: 'Die Einzelexegese von Eph. 2,11-18 zeigte den 
ekklesiologischen Blickwinkel des Verfassers. Nur von diesem Standpunkt aus laBt sich der Inhalt der 
fur diesen Abschnitt konstitutiven Begriffe voll erfassen'. Merklein, however, does not consider the 
possibility that the author's perspective is that of a Jew who perceives the Gentiles from inside Israel 
and that he is trying to hold Jew and Gentile in a community-body, a para-Israel that is not tainted with 
exclusivism. 
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sees this as 'the theological basic-structure of the letter to the Ephesians',185 the more 
fundamental question, Why couldn't (or didn't) Jew and Gentile become the one 
people of God (before the conversion of the Gentiles)?, is not adequately dealt with. 
A significant deficiency of recent NT scholarship consists of its failure to 
account for the problem (and definition) of 'Israel' from a proper perspective, and to 
include vv. 11-13 (esp. v. 12a) as the crux interpretum providing the most important 
clues for understanding the 'one body' language in this passage.186 The present study 
hopes to f i l l that gap. My own contention is that the 'one body' is not meant to be a 
substitute for Israel, as the new people of God (contra Stuhlmacher, Merklein, 
Schnackenburg, and others), nor should we read the church-body and Israel as being 
two separate entities overlapping each other only in the Jewish Xpitmccvol (contra 
Rese). Still less should we say that 'Israel as God's privileged people seems to be only 
an entity of the past; in the present it has been replaced by the church, and this church 
has lost sight of the unbelieving Israel'.187 Rather, the 'one body' is to be read as 
community-redefining imagery: it is prompted precisely by an alternative community-
body imagery, namely the exclusive, inward-looking 'body politic of Israel' which the 
Jews had constricted as an qthnically-based community (v. 12a). The 'one body' is not 
directed to stand in a stark contrast to God's Israel but to an 'Israel' which is so 
confused in Jewish identity. It supplants a 'a community of communities' which is 
based on the ethnic form of identification and allegiance with an inclusive 'body' 
identity in Christ. This means that our 'one body' language must be read against the 
backcloth of the Jewish perspective. The author is wrestling with the problem and 
1 8 5 Merklein, Christus, 28. 
1 8 6 I have in mind in particular scholars who read vv. 14-18 as an excursus or 'insertion' (e.g. Gnilka, 
Schlier, Conzelmann, Lincoln, Roetzel, and others), thereby isolating the passage in w. 14-18 from its 
most immediate context of w . 11-13; cf. my discussion in 4.2 above. 
1 8 7 Contra Rese, 'Church,' 27. 
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definition of the people of God: Who is the people of God? Can God's people be 
constricted as the 'body politic of Israel' from which the Gentiles as Gentiles are 
excluded? The issue, in other words, is not whether the church(-body) has parted 
company with Israel of God or Israel has found her genuine prolongation exclusively 
in the church ('the true Israel', as Stuhlmacher claims). Rather, the 'one body' 
language has grown out of the author's recognition that there were tensions afflicting 
the relationship of Jews and Gentiles, and that the Gentiles were excluded from 
'Israel' by the Jews. The author's aim is to transpose the exclusive 'body politic of 
Israel' into an inclusive community-body in which Jews (not just Jewish Christians) 
and Gentiles could be held together as a harmonious whole (hence, 'in one body'). 
There was a real need for the author to provide a corrective to the narrowly defined 
'Israel' before he could possibly speak of Jew and Gentile as being related with one 
another in 'one body'. 
It must be said that the 'one body' language in our passage is not novel, for 
ancient writers had made their appeal to the same topos for unity or combatting 
factionalism. This is illustrated by no small number of ancient political texts in which 
the 'body' is often used as a central metaphor for political and social order, denoting 
the coherence and unity of a state(-body).188 For example, the much celebrated fable 
of Menenius Agrippa employed the 'body' to contemplate the ruptured relationships 
between the boule, i.e. the senate, and its plebs (Livy 2.32.12-33.1). What is not in 
doubt is that the chief aim of the fable is to urge concord or the oneness-despite-
diversity principle within a state-body which consists of different constituents, and the 
1 8 8 The 'body' imagery was used with the state as early as Aristotle, Politics 1302 b35-1303 a 3: 'For 
just as the body (ocou,a) is composed of parts... so also a (city-)state is composed of parts...; cf. 
Epictetus, 2.4.24-26, who argues that man is part of a state, cf. 2.10.4; Dio, who employed 'the body of 
disease' to denote civil or external strife at work in communities and nations (Or. 39.5; 41.9, cf. 33.16); 
Plutarch, De Coriolanus 6.3-4. 
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emphasis on the 'body' as the medium of oneness is indeed a way of dealing with 
differences and internecine strains. The topos is also used by other writers to flesh out 
the importance of oneness in a political organism and argue for its stability.189 It will 
be sufficient to say that fundamental to ancient political philosophy is the conviction 
that a state-body can be likened to a body (hence, the modern parlance of 'body 
politic'). 
Given that the author of Ephesians is familiar with the ancient political idea of 
the state-body,, it should come as no surprise that he has reached for the 'body' 
language as a means to reinforce the oneness of Jew and Gentile.190 To be more 
1 8 9 See e.g. Dionysius Halicarnassus, Rom. Ant. 6.86.1-5. Dionysius employed the 'body' imagery to 
inculcate the sense of mutual belonging and responsibility of the different constituents within the city-
state: 'A city-state resembles in some measure a human body... For a city-stateis composed of many 
classes of peoples not at all resembling one another, every one of which contributes some particular 
service to the common good, just as its members do to the body' (tr. slightly modified). Plutarch, Solon 
18.6, likened the citizens of a city-state to:the 'members of the body' (tabc, JTOXVTOC, Sxsnep kvoq uip-n 
:[sc. od^ato<$; ideiryPraecepta•• gerendae Reipublicae S15B: 'For when physicians cannot entirely 
eradicate diseases, they turn them outwards to the surface of the body (aw\ia); but the statesman, if he 
cannot keep the state entirely free from troubles, will at any rate try to cure and control whatever 
disturbs it and causes sedition, keeping it meanwhile hidden within the State, so that it may have as little 
need as possible of physicians and medicine drawn from outside (sc. Roman interventions); cf. 824A. 
Aristides, Or. 24. 39, also usedfthe same 'body' language to emphasise the oneness of the strife-torn 
state of the Rhodians: 'And how shall;you differ from the women who tore Pentheus apart, when you 
yourselves have torn apart with your own hands the body of the city (16 KOIVOV c&\ia -zffe n6Xe(oq) 
which you all share?' (39); cf. pars. 5, 16,18, 38; Or. 23. 66. See also Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, 2.1, 
whbargues that the various parts) of the body have come into being for co-operation, and to thwart one 
another by showing resentment and aversion is against nature; cf. Xenophon, Mem. 2.3.18. In the 
Oration of Maximus of Tyre (2nd century CE) the 'body' imagery was used to encourage active 
participation of its members in the city-state: Oration 15.4-5 [example cited in Malherbe, £x/iortafion, 
149; no. 63]; Seneca, De Ira 2.31.7; Cicero, De Offtciis 3.5.22. See also SEG 44, no. 949.ii.26 (Teos, 
Ionia: 'Decree Concerning Measures to be taken for the Payment of the Ransom to Pirates', [ca. 250-
200 BCE]), which speaks of 'the bodies of the freedmen' (eXroGepa a«bu,aTa). These 'bodies' may 
denote either the congregations of citizen-lenders or the resident aliens; cf. 5£G 14, no. 479, 5£G 38, 
• no. 644. In the NT, the 'body' imagery is found exclusively in the Pauline letters. It aided the apostle to 
\explain how internal discords could cause: much harm to me fledging commumty (e.g.. at Corinth), and 
the importance of the interdependence of the various parts of a Christian assembly: see e.g. 1 Cor. 1.13; 
6.15; 12.12-26; Col. 2.19. See further Lietzmann, Korinther n, 62 [on 1 Cor. 12.12]; Mitchell, 
Reconciliation, 99-105,,157-164; OCD, s.v. 'body'; Despite Arnold.-'Head,' 346-366, who claims that 
the head-body imagery used by: Paul in Colossians and Ephesians draws on the current physiological 
understandings of the head in relationship to the bodyas exhibited in the medical writers to enrich his 
notion of the church as a corporate body (366), the head-body slanguage is often used by ancient 
politicians to denote the political body. 
1 9 0 This topos is found also in Paul's earlier letters, esp. Rom. 12.5; 1 Cor. 10.17. The usage of 'one' 
both here and in v. 15 ('one new man') is the same: the author is referring to the reconciliation of Jew 
and Gentile rather than seeing them as a numerical collective. 
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precise, he is stretching the 'one body' language in the same way as other ancient 
political philosophers to assert his own theology of oneness of the community-body. 
Perhaps the most important factor of all is that 'one body' is here a 
community-enhancing metaphor.191 Thus, the author perceives that the tensions which 
afflicted the ancient state-bodies were also present between Jews and Gentiles, and the 
awareness of this prompts him to use the 'one body' language to reinforce the fact that 
the oneness to which a stable or healthy community must aspire depends on the 
oneness of mutual recognition between Jew and Gentile rather than on an exclusivism 
based upon the opposition of the 'circumcision' and the 'uncircumcision' (w. 11-12; 
cf. w . 1-2). 
Although the author of Ephesians has taken his 'body' language from the 
wider usage of the Graeco-Roman world, for him it is the 'body of Christ' (1.22-23; 
4.4, 12,16; 5.23,30), through whom a new possibility is now opened up for peoples of 
different ethnic background to become fellow-members of the same corporate body 
(etvcu TOC &8vr| C0YKA/r|pov6u.a KOU O{XSO(Q\ICC KCCI ov\i)iEXO%a. XT\q ercaYYeM-ac, ev 
Xpicctp Tnooft 8i6t tov zvctytfe.'kiov, 3.6). He assumes that this is made possible 
when ethnic enmity is put to an end by Christ on the cross, i.e. Christ has become the 
terms on which the enmity can be ended. The participial clause, 'putting to death the 
enmity by/through it' (ccTtoKxeivaq TTTV e%8pav ev canq)),192 as it now stands, is 
1 9 1 See again Plutarch, Philopoemen 8.1-2, in which both noXixeia and 2v awua are used to describe 
the same interstate league of Achaeans: "The Achaeans who united themsleves together to form the 
Achaean league/confederacy at a time when Greece was weak and easily drifted into individual city-
states, had also proposed to form the Peloponnesus into a single political body and one power' (t&<; 8e 
6uovoicc K a i rcoA.vtEi(jc KaTau.vyvfrvTSc; etq Eorowuq, £v qffiua K a l j i iav Swaniv KaxaoKeudoai 
SievooflvTO TTIV neXo7c6wncov). I therefore disagree with Percy, Probleme, 280ff., who concludes 
that the 'one body' refers to the body of Christ on the cross; idem, 'Probleme,' 191ff.; Schweizer, 
'ocoua,' 1080; Benoit, Jesus, 2.67. 
1 9 2 The pronoun in the prepositional phrase ev crircS may denote the cross as the means by which the 
enmity between Jew and Gentile is put to an end. The author's method of argument is extremely close 
to that of Gal. 6.14: 'But far be it from me to glory except in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, by 
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parallel to 'making peace' the previous verse,193 speaking of the reconciliatory work 
of Christ from a different angle. The point is clearly that reconciliation must include 
the removal of the ethnic enmity,194 the outcome of Jews and Gentiles being held 
apart from one another. The ironical fact, however, is that peace is achieved through 
the death of Christ on the cross which is understood by our author as the means of 
peace. As we shall see, the peace-making procedure of Christ (pax Christi) has 
prepared a brand new framework within which mutual acceptance between members 
of the 'one body' might in turn be filled out (w. 18, 19-22; 4.1-6). This framework, to 
be sure, is constructed not by brutality or bloodshed (like the pax Romano), but by 
Christ's own sacrifical death on the cross (cf. W. 14d, 16).195 
To sum up. The notion of reconciliation in our passage is best understood 
against the backcloth of ethnic enmity. The image of 'one body' is introduced as a 
community-enhancing metaphor, in order to face down the human factor that tended 
to prevent the harmonious unity of Jew and Gentile as the one people of God. The 
which (Si' oxi) the world has been crucified to me, and I to the world.' (Otherwise, the dative phrase 
may refer to Christ who is the agent of ^ conciliation). 
1 9 3 Pace Schlier, Epheser, 135 who/ suggests that the phrase 'making peace' is to be understood 
simultaneously with the first part of the second purpose clause in v. 16a; Lincoln, Ephesians, 146, who 
suggests that the participial clause in v. 16 is parallel to 'having abolished the hostility in his flesh' in v. 
14d. / " 
1 9 4 Pace Stuhlmacher, 'Peace,' 190, who concludes that the author is referring to the removal of 
'double hostility' - between God and sinners (the guilt of Gentiles and Jews) and between Jew and 
Gentile. The graphic picture of a violent termination of the enmity between Jew and Gentile, as 
indicated in the term itself, should be retained here. See further Frankemolle, '&1TOK•^ :£^ v<D,, 134; 
BAGD, s.v. 2. 
1 9 5 Pace Faust-, Pax, who suggests that the author of Ephesians was making an implicit comparison of 
Christ with the Roman emperor, who was regarded as the creator and maintainer of peace (esp. 226, 
•324, 378f.). But there is an essential difference between pax Christi and pax Romana (for the pax 
Augusta, see esp. Augustus, Res Gestae 12; Tacitus, Annals 1.4.1). The latter, to be sure, was a pseudo-
peace or a 'truce' in a strict sense: it was hegemonic and was made by injunction by the victors, after 
winning the war, over the vanquished: see e.g. S1G3 684. From a Roman perspective, peace was the 
framework appointed by the Romans which had to be filled out with mutual concord by those who had 
been pacified by force and bloodshed. This best explains why the author has avoided the term 'concord' 
in his arguments (cf. 4.1-6), for in the Roman world concord always pressupposes the 'peace' (pax 
Romana) which is established by the Roman authority. For the connections between pax Romano and 
mutual concord in the Roman society, see e.g. IBM 4.894. For the imposition of orderly government 
and concord between the cities by the Roman authority, see esp. SIG3, no. 684. See further Wengst, 
Pax, esp. 11-26, 105-118, 181 nn.101 and 102. 
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author undercuts the exclusive Jewish 'body politic' which was constricted as an 
ethnic or national community. By transposing the exclusive body politic to a unified 
church-body, as opposed to that from which the dissimilar (i.e. the 'wncircumcision') 
were excluded, the author of Ephesians solves the problem of estrangement between 
Jews and Gentiles, but poses no challenge to the status of Jews/Israel as the people of 
God. 
4.4.8 Kcci eA,0a>v ex>r\yyeXxoaxo eipfivnv •ou.vv xotq uxxicpav xai elpfrvrrv xotc, 
eyyuc, (v. 17) 
It should be clear by now that the author of Ephesians has made 'peace' the 
core principle of his thought as he speaks of the reconciling work of Christ (vv. 
14,15c; cf. 4.1-6; 6.15). What matters now is the way in which this peace-making 
ministry can be summed up, and the question whether the peace of Christ is that 
between God and Gentile and between God and Jew.196 To the latter question we shall 
return in due course. For the moment, it is enough to point out that the language here 
is categorically (re)conciliatory,197 depicting the way in which reconciliation is 
promoted. ' 
: 1 9 6 So Best, Ephesians2, 111, who is not alone in reading v. 17 in its literalness: see e.g. Lincoln, 
}Ephesians, 145-146, who concludes that Christ has come to preach peace, separately, to Gentiles and to 
Jews; MuBner, Christus, 101-102; idem, Epheser, 84-85; Merklein, Christus, 59-60; Lindemann, 
Epheserbrief, 51, et al. 
1 9 7 Despite the omission of the second reference to peace in ¥ 3R sy h McionT, its presence is strongly 
attested by good witnesses: P 4 6 A B D F G P i t 4 ? vg c o p s a b o et al; see especially Metzger, 
Commentary, 602. Two further observations may be added to our claim that the second elpfyTi should 
be retained, (a) There are five words altogether which begin with the same letter (e). It is likely that the 
author employs a word-play here (i.e. paronomasia; cf. 3.14-15). (b) The reduplication of eipf|vr| in the 
second half of the expression is probably for the purpose of amplification: while the first eipfivn. states 
what is proclaimed by Christ, the second intensifies it. On the discussion of the figure of reduplication 
in ancient rhetorical handbooks, see esp. [Cicero], Ad Her. 4.28.38; Quintilian, 9.3.28. 
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It is generally agreed that the author's language here is typically Jewish,198 
echoing a number of prophetic passages in the Jewish scriptures (e.g. Isa. 52.7; Nan. 
2.1, LXX), and in particular Isa. 57.19 which refers to peace being preached to two 
different groups of people.199 In our present context, the 'far of f is certainly an overt 
nickname for the Gentiles: 'You, the far off (not: 'you who were far o f f ; cf. v. 11a: 
'You, the Gentiles').200 The Gentiles, in other words, are as much the 'far of f as they 
ever were, i.e. from the Jewish perspective. We can see no way to avoid the 
conclusion that this designation is a reminder of the author's delineation of the Jewish 
perspective in which the Gentiles were referred to as spatially removed from the 
Jewish social world or beyond the pale of the 'body politic of Israel' (v. 13a).201 
Although the referent of the 'near' is not explicit at this juncture, its immediate 
context suggests that this is an epithet of a people-group other than the Gentiles, i.e. 
the 'circumcision'/Jews (note that it is not: 'to those who were near', but 'to the near', 
1 9 8 In the [eA,8<bv + indicative verb] construction, the participle always assumes the role of introducing 
the main theme which is expressed by the main verb. In the NT, this construction occurs most often in 
Matthew, one of the most Jewish writing m the NT: see e.g. Matt. 2.23; 4.13; 8.7, al. One cannot rule 
out that what we have here is another typical example of Semitism in terms of its syntax; cf. Mark 9.12; 
John 16.8; 2 Cor. 11.4; 1 Thess. 3.6. See further, Idioms, 188. 
1 9 9 Thus Moritz, Mystery, who concludes that the 'cross-ethnic thrust must not be played down in 
favour of a purely geographical notion restricted to Jews at home and in the diaspora' (32); also Schlier, 
Epheser, 123; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 147'-152; Lincoln, 'Use,' here 25-30. Others have argued that 
Isaiah refers only to Jews in the homeland and in exile, e.g. Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 266-267; Lindemann, 
Epheserbrief, 51. Nevertheless, the notions of 'far off and 'near' have already been hinted at in Isaiah's 
earlier passages, e.g. Isa. 33.12-14 (LXX), where the language was used to denote, respectively, the 
'sinners in Zion'and the'godless', cf. Isa. 13.4-5; Mic. 4.3. 
200 pace Richardson, Israel, 152; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 105; Bruce, 294; Martin, Reconciliation, 
168; Lincoln, Ephesians, 146; but see Merklein, Christus, 14, 57; Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 267. 
i 2 0 1 Contra Stuhlmacher; Moritz. The suggestion that v. 17 is a 'fulfilment' of the prophetic oracle of 
Isaiah should not be pressed here, contra Beale, 'Reconciliation,' here 578-579 who claims that the new 
creation and the reconciliation are the inaugurated fulfilment of the prophetic promise of a new creation 
(Isa. 40-66) in which Israel will be restored into a peaceful relationship with God and that the death and 
resurrection of Christ marks the beginning of the fulfilment of OT promises of Israel's restoration. It is 
dubious, given the fact that 'Israel' has been defined so narrowly in ethnic terms (intra, my discussion 
of v. 12), whether the 'fulfilment of OT promises of Israel's restoration' can be understood in a 
straightforward manner without first considering a revised estimate of the definition of 'Israel'. See 
further Lincoln, 'Use,' 29, who concludes, and quite rightly so, that '[t]he citation of the OT does not 
stand in its own right as a prediction or prophecy that is then said to be fulfilled, but rather the OT 
wording is used in address to the readers'. See further Hinkle, Peace. Hinkle's thesis is that the OT is 
always read in light of the author's conviction that the belevers are one in Christ. 
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cf. vv. 16a, 18, oi cqoxpoTepoi).202 The Jews are as much the 'near' as they ever were, 
i.e. according to their own self-perception. It is safe to say that here the author is using 
the language of the Jews, echoing the previous 'us-them' divisions (cf. vv. 13; 14a-b; 
15b-c). However, what concerns him is the breaking down of the boundary between 
the two ethnic groups through Christ's reconciling effort, though this point is missed 
by most interpreters.203 His choice of language here is to emphasise the undisguised 
inclusivism of Christ, who came to promulgate peace to Jews and Gentiles in order to 
eradicate the social length between the two. His inclusivistic approach undercuts the 
ancient polarisation of the 'near'/Jew and the 'far of f /Gentile.204 The underlying 
assumption is probably that the enmity between the two must be deemed abolished or 
conquered as Christ has come (more or less like a 'messenger', Heb. ""IttfDD: see e.g. 1 
Sam. 31.9; 2 Sam. 1.20; 18.19, 26, 31).2 0 5 His peace-making ministry is to include 
both Jew and Gentile as one. To suggest anything less than that would be to distort the 
true nature of Christ's reconciliatory work, making his peace-making 'mission' 
sounds parochial and inward-looking.206 
Jf this analysis is correct, it means that conjectures such as that eX,6d>v KTA,. 
denotes the life of Christ on earth or Christ acting by his Spirit in his messengers are 
2 0 2 The translation of NRSV is inaccurate; also NIV. There is also no good ground for us to surmise 
that the spatial imagery in v. 17 denotes cosmological powers (contra Koster, Intoduction, 269), and 
that the conceptual background for v. 17 is to be sought in gnostic thought. 
2 0 3 See e.g. the gratuitous comments of Lindemann: 'Wurde sich xoiq iyybc, auf die Juden beziehen, so 
miiBte man zumindest erwarten, daB die Ablehnung der Heilstat Christi durch die Juden in irgendeiner 
VWeise mitbedacht wird' (Aufhebung, 178, n. 174); idem, Epheserbrief, 51, in which he concludes that 
the proclamation of peace to the Jews suggests that their priority is negated. 
2 0 4 Thus Bauder & Link, 'iyyix;,' 53-55, who writes: 'The pair of words "the near and the far" is a 
description of totality, meaning and embracing all' (53). The inclusivistic view is also expressed by 
Luke in Acts. 2.39: 'For the promise is for you, for your children, and for all who are far away, 
everyone whom the Lord our God calls to him'; see also Preisker, 'uxxtcpAv,' here 374. 
2 0 5 See also Friedrich, 'e<)ayy£Xill,o\i.ai,' 707-708. Caird, Letters, 60, opines that Christ has uttered a 
'royal proclamation' that hostilities are at an end; Moritz, Mystery, 51; BAGD 2a, 8. 
2 0 6 Contra MuBner, Christus, 101, who suggests that v. 17 is to be read in the light of the ministry of 
Christ as is depicted in the gospel, e.g. Matt. 10.5, 23, 15.24. MuBner, however, has changed his 
position from that in Christus over the years: see his Epheser, 84-85. 
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not necessary.207 Nor is the concern here with peace between humankind and God as 
such. Instead, the point is that Christ assumed a laudable role in reconciling estranged 
humanity to God; he has come disinterestedly between Jew and Gentile, and his 
inclusivistic approach is a sign of his magnanimity.208 His peace-making ministry is a 
concrete display of the way in which divided peoples can become reconciled 2 0 9 
To sum up. The author has displayed in his argument the undisguised 
inclusivism of Christ who instilled peace. He lays bare the magnitude of the blessings 
which Christ in his peace-making work has extended to estranged humanity, 
designated as Gentile and Jew. This stress upon the inclusivistic approach of Christ 
can be seen as the author's earnest campaign for the ending of ethnic enmity and of 
Jewish ethnocentrism. He assumes that Christ is the unfying force that brings the two 
ethnic groups together. Most importantly, Christ's reconciling ministry as such truly 
opens up the real potential of a universal inclusion of the nations, no matter how far 
apart they are socially, as the people of God in the 'one body'. 
Christ's all-embracing approach would pose a sharp challenge to those who 
practised ethnocentrism and excluded the Gentiles from the fold of Israel. By 
inaugurating an all-embracing ministry, Christ provided an alternative framework 
which could easily galvanise the Gentiles (and Jews as well) into reestimating their 
2 0 7 For a summary of the various interpretations of ekQdav KTX., see Merklein, Christus, 57-59. See also 
Schlier, Epheser, 136-137, who concludes that v. 17 relates to the descent of the crucified redeemer 
who broke through the horizontal wall separating heaven and earth; Best, Ephesians2, 271-273; Abbott, 
Ephesians, 66. For other views, see e.g. Schlatter, Briefe, 187 who suggests that v. 17 is a fulfilment of 
the prophetic word; similarly, Moritz, Mystery, 44. Pokorm?, Epheser, 128, who think in gnostic terms, 
argues that the risen Lord meets the earth in the confession of the Church and in their spiritual offering, 
because Christ comes to abolish the barrier between the above and the below. 
2 0 8 See e.g. Aristotle, who writes: 'And those things are noble which it is possible for a man to possess 
after death rather than during his lifetime...; all acts done for the sake of others, for they are more 
disinterested; the successes gained, not for oneself, but for others; and for one's benefactors, for that is 
justice; in a word, all acts of kindness, for they are disinterested' {Rhet. 1367 A 18-20) ; Dio, Or. 41.10. 
2 0 9 Contra Merklein, Christus, 62-68, in which he argues that the Church is first created as the realm of 
salvation through the death of Christ on the cross, and reconciliation is given through the Church. He 
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attitudes toward the ethnic 'other' and, most importantly, to emulate his footsteps as 
messengers of peace/reconciliation (cf. 6.15; Isa. 52.7; Nah. 2.1, LXX). 2 1 0 
4.4.9 oti 5i ' CU)TOO exo(j.ev TTIV Tcpoaaytoyfiv oi ap,(p6xepoi ev evi rtvetyicm 
rcpoq tov Ttaxepa (v. 18) 
The author's argument in v. 18 lay bare the reason211 why Christ has adopted 
an inclusive approach in his reconciling ministry. As we shall see, the full resonance 
of 'Christ is our peace' is achieved as the attitude of mutual acceptance is being 
embraced by Jews and Gentiles within the framework of Pax Christi. 
The author of Ephesians probably assumes from an insider's perspective that 
the one God of Israel is the common Father to both Jews and Gentiles (cf. v. 19; 3.14-
15; 4.6).2 1 2 and that they could gain unhindered access through Christ, the passage of 
access.213 The term 7cpooaycoyT| may be used in an intransitive sense, denoting simply 
'access' (e.g. 3.12; also Rom. 5.2): Christ is the one who creates access for 'both' 
concludes that this 'primacy of ecclesiology over soteriology' is characteristic of the author of 
Ephesians. ' 
2 1 0 This point is missed by all commentators. It is possible that the 'gospel of peace' in Eph. 6.15 can 
be defined as (he gospel which brings reconciliation to the not-yet harmonised cosmos (cf. 6.10-12). 
2 1 1 Pace MuBner, Epheser,-SS who opts for an ambivalent character for the particle 8n, namely that it 
has both causal and declarative ('therefore') functions. See also Best, Ephesians2, 273 who argues that 
'it is difficult to see v. 18 as providing the reason for something in the preceding verses; rather it 
summarises and explains what has gone before: the Gospel of peace is the joint access of Jew and 
Gentile to the Father. However, Best's conclusion would make a nonsense of v. 19ff. (ctpoc o$v KTA..) 
which sums up the implications of the reconciling work of Christ for the Gentiles in connection with the 
'holy ones'. For the usage of 5-ti as denoting a causal clause, see e.g. Zerwick, BG, § 416,420; BDF § 
456 (1); Louw & Nida, 89.33; Schlier, Epheser, 139; Lincoln, 149; NRSV, etc. For a discussion on the 
figure of aetiologia (Lat.: 'cause shown'), see in particular Bullinger, Figures, 963. 
2 1 2 See my discussion of the theme in Chapter 2, 2.2. See further Bruce, Ephesians, 301 who concludes 
that the term 'father' is a family name by which God's family members address him ('Abba, Father'); 
Chilton, 'Father,' 151-169. Chilton's thesis is that the designation 'father' in the NT is hardly 
unprecedented in Jewish convention. See also Fitzmyer, Paul, 47-63; Schrenk, 'naxfjp,' here 956-958, 
978-982,984-996,1006-1011; Quell,'jtarfp,'972-974. 
2 1 3 The prepositional phrase 8i' abxo'o is placed at the position of emphasis in the sentence. Christ has 
assumed the mediatorial role which is elsewhere attributed to the archangels in Judaism: e.g. Tob. 
12.12, 15; 1 Enoch 9.3; 99.3; 104.1; Test. Levi 13.5; 5.6-7; Test. Dan 6.2. NT writers attributed this 
role to Christ: see e.g. 1.5; also Rom. 1.8; 2.16; 5.21; 7.25; 16.27; 2 Cor. 5.18; Phil. 1.11; 1 Tim. 2.5; 
Tit. 3.6; Acts 10.36; Heb. 13.21; Jude 25. See further Dunn, Romans 1-8, esp. 28. 
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Jews and Gentiles214 or transitively as denoting 'introduction to' a person, especially 
to a kingly presence: Christ may then be seen as one who introduces Gentiles and 
Jews to God.2 1 5 Either way, the essential meaning is the same, namely that both 
Gentiles and Jews, on the basis of Christ who disinterestedly came between them as a 
mediator (and thus, between mankind and God), have become co-partners in their 
access to God's presence.216 
If the author of Ephesians, as most interpreters have assumed, lays stress on 
the 'one Spirit', i.e. the divine Spirit,217 as the medium of access to the presence of 
God (cf. 2.22; 3.5; 5.18; 6.18), he may easily evoke thought that such access no longer 
requires a concrete temple to symbolise or facilitate i t . 2 1 8 This reading, however, is by 
no means conclusive. Our author may be accentuating here the unity of Gentiles and 
Jews (&xou.ev... oi ccu.96T.ep01 ev evi 7rvetyiai:i).219 Rather than stressing the work 
and agency of the Spirit (cf. 1.13; 1 Cor. 12.8-9)220 or the effect of the (Holy) Spirit 
2 1 4 See e.g. Polybius, Hist. 9.41; Plutarch, Lucullus 15.4; Arrian, Anabasis 1.20.8; LSJ , s.v., U. 2; 
BAGD, s.v. 
2 1 5 See e.g. Xenophon, CyropaeUia 7.5/.45; Demosthenes, Or. 23.174.2; BAGD, s.v. See further Caird, 
Letters, 60 who concludes that the author has used a political rather than a cultic term; Grassi, 
'Ephesians,' 346. For a contrary view, see e.g. Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 118; Lincoln, Ephesians, 
149. " ,A 
2 1 6 It is not impossible that the word 'access' implies also a welcoming note, cf. Dio Chrysostom, Or. 
41.11. 
2 1 7 So Mufiner, 'Epheserbrief,' 746; Merklein, Christus, 60; Chadwick, 'Absicht,' 147; Barth, 
Ephesians, 267-268; Sampley, Flesh, 162; Adai, Geist, 161-178, here 170-171. Martin, Reconciliation, 
188, argues that the author is referring to the unifying Spirit of Eph. 4.4. Bruce, 301, opines that the 
author is speaking of 'the Spirit of God's Son'; cf. Schlier, Epheser, 139; Lindemann, Aufhebung, 179; 
Lincoln, Ephesians, 149. Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 118 writes: 'Christ's ministry as Mediator is thus 
carried on and made effective in the ever-present Spirit which fills the Church and all her members.' 
-218 See e.g. Mufiner, Epheser, 87, who writes: 'Das Pneuma Sffnet den »Raum« Gottes; »der Zugang 
zum Vater« ist geistlich »geortet«, nicht mehr geographisch-lokal wie im Tempel zu Jerusalem oder wie 
im gnostischen Mythus'; cf. idem, 'Modell,' here 328. See also Dunn, TP A, 545-546, commenting on 
Rom. 5.2. 
2 1 9 Contra Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 53 who has an agnostic conclusion concerning the meaning of 
'both'. 
2 2 0 So Pokorny\ Epheser, who writes: 'Der Geist ist nicht Mittler des Heils wie Jesus, er ist schon ein 
»Unterpfand des Erbes«, ein Teil des Heils, in ihm ist das Oben den Menschen nahe geworden«' (129); 
cf. Chadwick, 'Absicht,' 147. If the reference in v. 18 is to the 'one Spirit' denoting the Spirit as the 
medium of access to God, this would make the transitive sense ('introduction') of npo<sarf<arf(\ an 
awkward rendering. This difficulty, however, disappears if we take the 'one spirit' as denoting human 
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joining together Jew and Gentile (e.g. in unveiling the realm of God), the author uses 
the 'one spirit' language as a society-consolidating metaphor. Harmonious attitudes, 
to be sure, are his main concern here: 'both' Jews and Gentiles,221 on the basis of and 
through Christ's reconciling work (81' orfaoO), gain unhindered access to Israel's God 
in a common spirit (cf. 4.3; Phil 1.27).222 His language of oneness is extremely close 
to that of ancient writers who urged reconciliation or concord in their communities 
plagued by strifes and divisions.223 The implication of this is clearly that the barrier 
that stands between the two ethnic groups has now been broken. Rather than curtailing 
or reducing either side to one's own dimensions or measuring it with regard to one's 
small or servile spirit (cf. w . llb-12), the author lays stress on the way in which 
Christ's all-embracing attitude/approach bears on the attitudes of Jews and Gentiles 
toward the ethnic 'other'.224 We can argue firmly that the author is striving to hint to 
attitude. This reading also has the advantage of providing a smooth transition from v. 18 to vv. 19ff, in 
which the oneness of Gentiles and the 'holy ones' is still the author's main concern. 
2 2 1 Contra Lindemann, Aufhebung, 179 who reads 'both' as 'all' ('Alle'). The designation oi 
6cu.<p6repoi is a fair reminder of 'both' sides of the divided human family, see w. 14a, 16a. See further 
Homer, Iliad 3.416 (The Trojans and the Danaans); 13. 303 (the Ephyri and the Phleyes); Pindar, 
Pythian Ode 2,76, 'both sides' (i.e., the slanderers and the slandered); 10.2 (Lacedaimon and Thessaly); 
Herodotus, Histories1.76.4 (two contending powers, i.e. the Persians and the Ionians); 4.201.1; 
Polybius, Histories 3.25.3 (the Carthagians and Pyrrhusians), 6.24.8 (of two groups of centurions), et 
al. 
2 2 2 Contra Schlier, Epheser, 140, who argues that the author is speaking of the Spirit in 'trinitarian' 
sense; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, gives an ambivalent character to the spirit: 'Unbeschadet der Tatsache, daB 
der eine Geist von ihnen erfahren wird und erfahren werden soli, ist jener Geist gemeint, der den einen 
Leib, die Kirche, durchwaltet' (146); Grassi, 'Ephesians,' 346, who writes: 'A trinitarian formula 
expressing that through Jesus' humanity, the source of the Spirit, men can approach God the Father'; 
Schlatter, Epheser, 187, speaks of 'Jesus's spirit in us'; Abbott, Ephesians, 68. It is more likely that the 
author has employed a play on words (paronomasia) here and in his later argument. In 4.3-4, he says 
two different, but closely related things about the 's/Spirit'. Admittedly, the phrase 'eager to maintain 
the unity/oneness of the spirit in the bond of peace' in 4.3 denotes a Christianised notion of 'mutual 
concord': he lays stress on the human effort to live 'in one mind* in accordance with the 'calling' (4.1). 
However, he also speaks of the 'one Spirit' a few words later in 4.4. 
2 2 3 See e.g. Dio, Or. 41.10, who uses the language of oneness to stress upon the peculiarly intimate 
nature of the ties existing between Prusa and Apemeia: 'You [sc. peoples of Prusa and Apameia] are 
one demos and one citizen-body (el? £cxe STJUXK; KCU uia 7t6A,tc,)'; idem, Or. 39.5; Aristides, Or. 
24.39). See also Philo, Virt. 35; Spec. leg. 1.67; Josephus, Ap. 2.193; Num. R. 18.8, cf. Aristotle, Pol. 
5.2.10; etc. It is indicative of the author's thorough going argument for unity that the term 'one' occurs 
so often in the epistle (e.g. etc,, Sv, nice, see 4.3-6). See further Mitchell, Reconciliation, esp. 90-91, n. 
141. 
2 2 4 1 therefore disagree with Lindemann, Aufhebung, 179, who argues that the phrase 'in one Spirit' has 
the same significance as 'in one body' in v. 16, and is 'the determination of the Christian self in the 
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his recipients that their attitude toward the ethnic other must always reflect the 'spirit' 
of Christ, i.e. his undisguised inclusivism (v. 17).225 He not only perceives Christ as 
an antidote to the social distance between Gentiles and Jews, he also envisions the 
way in which a community-body of ethnic diversity could be healthily sustained (cf. 
4.1-16). Rather than focusing on some 'trinitarian' formulations, we may say firmly 
that the author's thought is still hanging on Christ's peace-making ministry, which 
provides a fresh framework within which mutual concord - understood in our present 
context as mutual acceptance - is to be expressed by Jews and Gentiles. What matters, 
therefore, is the new attitude expected of both Jews and Gentiles who are reconciled in 
the one body of Christ (cf. w . 1 lb-12). 
To sum up. The author's formulation in v. 18 is fundamentally christological: 
it conjures up a picture of Jew and Gentile, who, on the basis of pax Christi, have 
gained access (or been introduced) to the one God of Israel, and faced down the old 
ethnic divisions by cultivating an inclusive attitude toward the ethnic 'other'. The 
author is obsessed with the oneness of Jews and Gentiles that the Jews' access to God 
cannot be considered as complete without the Gentiles, and vice versa. Jf covenantal 
ethnocentrism is the major^  factor which results in Gentiles being marginalised and 
held outside the orbit of Israel and Israel's God-given grace (cf. vv. lib-13a; cf. w . 2, 
6), the main aim of the author's argument here is to reverse the hitherto dis-
advantaged status of Gentiles as Gentiles by accentuating the fact that both Jew and 
Gentile have gained access to God on the basis of reconciling work of the Messiah, 
"body of Christ"'. Pokorny, Epheser, who writes: 'AIs der Geist des einen Gottes wirkt er unter den 
Menschen zur Einheit hin' (129). It is very unlikely (contra MuBner, and others) that the author is 
thinking of the baptismal experience of his readers. The same phrase, iv kvi rcvetiuttTi, also occurs in 1 
Cor. 12.13, denoting the initial condition of Christian life. This, however, is not the point of Eph. 2.18. 
2 2 5 Pace Percy, who argues that the 'inequality' between Jew and Gentile is caused by the Law, and 
concludes that the factual centre of Eph. 2.11-22 is the proclamation of the equal standing of Gentiles 
226 
and most importantly to make known to the Gentiles (and Jews alike) that a new 
paradigm is opened up for them, that through Christ 'both' could (and should) 
embrace the ethnic 'other' as partners in their access to God (cf. w . 19-22; 3.6). 
with Jews: 'daB die Heiden in gleicher Weise wie die Juden am Heil teilnehmen' (Probleme, 278-286; 
idem, 'Probleme,'esp. 187-188). 
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4.5 Conclusion 
One of the most unfortunate features in the Christian history of interpretation 
is that Eph. 2. 14-18 has often been taken as a pretext for the view that Israel and the 
church have parted company from one another and that the 'Church' has stepped in to 
become the 'true Israel'. I have rejected this line of argument on the grounds that this 
theory has failed to account for the nub of the issue, i.e. the meaning and problem of 
'Israel' in Ephesians from a proper perspective. My own inclination is that the church, 
if at 'all, has not superseded Israel, and that the relationship between Israel and the 
church cannot be fully appreciated unless we take into consideration the ethnic factor 
which best explains the Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles. I also argued in the 
present chapter that the discussion in vv. 11-13 should set the parameters for 
understanding w . 14-18, which conjures up a picture of covenantal ethnocentrism and 
of Christ as the antidote to ethnic estrangement (and enmity) between Jews and 
Gentiles. The author has amplified the reconciling work of Christ, who came between 
Jews and Gentiles and concluded peace and reconciliation among the human groups. 
What is put in question, therefore, is not Israel as God's choice, but Israel which has 
become so entangled with ethnic identity that it would be quite impossible to speak of 
the inclusion of the Gentiles in an ethnically based Israel. The ethnic factor, if we may 
press further, will probably accelerate the 'partings' unless it is sufficiently dealt with. 
It would also be wrong by suggesting that different community-consolidating 
'metaphors are used by the author to reinforce or to accelerate the separation of Israel 
and the church. Rather than to set the church over against the two parts of humankind 
from which it derives its members, we have argued at some length that the author's 
main concern is the oneness of Jew and Gentile in an inclusive community. Metaphors 
such as 'one new man' and the 'one body' are not meant to imply a replacement of 
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Israel but to replace, respectively, the Jewish notion of humanity which is based on the 
'circumcision'/'uncircumcision' divisions, and the 'body politic of Israel' which are 
so confused in Jewish identity. They are used to counter a Jewish ethnocentrism in 
which Jewish identity was so confused among the Jews that it constricted Israel as an 
ethnically-based body politic, encompassing only the Jews. This self-understanding of 
the Jews had serious social implications: it underscored inevitably the defective status 
of Gentiles as Gentiles. The self-assertive attitude which intensifies the privileges of 
one ethnic group while marginalising the 'other' as inferior can no longer be deemed 
significant 'in Christ', and the author of Ephesians has undercut this narrowly defined 
notion of 'Israel', in the hope that this exclusivistic 'body politic of Israel' can be 
transposed into 'one body' in which both Jews and Gentiles, or the 'near' and the 'far 
of f can be held together as the one people of God through the Messiah Jesus who 
died on the cross, while Israel's status as the people of God remains intact, and 
uncontested. The 'one new man' language can be seen in the same way. It denotes the 
new corporate identity of an eschatological humankind consisting of Jew and Gentile 
as opposed to a humankind defined by the opposition of the 'circumcision'/'near' and 
the 'uncircumcision'/'far off*. The unity of Jew and Gentile as 'one new man' marks 
the turning point of humankind and, inevitably, the beginning of the transformation of 
the whole cosmos (cf. 1.10). 
Many recent studies have tried to 'discover' the hymnic nature of Eph. 2.14-18 
but the attempts to explore the (rhetorical) effect of the eulogistic speech in praise of 
Christ vis-a-vis Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles are slight. My analysis in the 
foregoing paragraphs has shown that our passage reflects most probably the author's 
conscious compositional effort to eulogise Christ by accentuating his reconciliatory 
work and magnanimity. The most striking effect of the author's amplificatio is that his 
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encomiastic statements about Christ are set in comparison with those about the Jewish 
attitudes toward the Gentiles (cf. vv. 1 lb-12). What becomes immediately clear in this 
ingenious composition is that in so doing the author of Ephesians is able to set in 
comparison with the magnanimity of Christ the exclusivistic attitude of the Jews. The 
amplification, which comes immediately after the author has fleshed out the Jewish 
perception of the Gentiles, is prompted indeed by the latter and it has two major 
effects. In the first place, it could easily induce the Gentile readers for whom the 
author wrote to emulate the expedient and noble act of Christ, namely Christ's 
undisguised inclusivism toward humankind (v. 17), whose death has in the author's 
perception provided a new framework (pax Christi) within which mutual acceptance 
or 'the oneness of spirit' between Jews and Gentiles may then be filled out (v. 18; also 
4.1-6) and through which access to the one God of Israel in a common spirit is made 
possible. This also implies that the old ethnic forms of identification and allegiance 
are (and should be) faced down as an inclusive attitude is cultivated toward the ethnic 
'other' on the basis of pax Christi. Finally and in the second place, the author who 
praises Christ has, by implication, also repudiated the attitude of excluding or 
factionalising rather than ofj integrating. He presumably is denouncing the disposition 
of the Jews who concerned themselves exclusively with the question of their own 
ethnic and religious identity but ignored the overall plan of God to include both Jews 
and Gentiles as his own people (cf. 1.3-14). 
230 
Chapter 5 
Israel and the New Temple (Eph. 2.19-22) 
5.1 Introduction 
As mentioned in the foregoing chapter, the theme of ethnic reconciliation has 
been given a prominent position in the author's argument in Eph. 2.14-18. Jews and 
Gentiles are reconciled through the peace-making ministry of Christ. The social 
distance between Jews and Gentiles has been rendered redundant because of Christ's 
undisguised inclusivism. The two human groups can both have access (in principle) to 
the Father God in/with a common spirit, i.e. on the basis of pax Christi. 
5.2 Israel Redefined: The Gentiles are Fellow Citizens with the 'Holy Ones' 
We want to examine in the present chapter some of the vital implications of 
the reconciling work of Christ fpr the Gentiles and, not least, for their relation to the 
'holy ones'.' My contention is that the implications above can be best explained by the 
hypothesis that the author of Ephesians conceives of the new identity of the Gentiles 
as having a close connection to the people of God, just as he consistently conceives of 
the Gentiles' past in relation to Israel and Israel's God's given grace. I shall be arguing 
that the author's aim is to articulate a particular vision of an inclusive community in 
which the Gentiles who previously had no place among the people of God could be 
located within the same domain. I shall be arguing that this ideal community, which is 
marked by its undisguised inclusivism, underscores the author's arduous effort to 
surmount a humankind that has hitherto been marked by divisions. 
5.2.1 apct o$v O V K E T I eaxe £evoi K a i Tcocpoixoi aAAcc eaxi cv\inoXixai trov 
dyicov (v. 19a) 
The author provides a logical connection between the present status of the 
Gentiles and the peace-making ministry of Christ in reconciling the two ethnic groups 
together. This is evident when he uses an 'emphatically inferential connective' (cipa 
o\jv) indicating that a conclusion is now drawn from what preceded.1 That his 
argument in v. 19 is replete with the terminology of politics is clear enough. We are 
informed not only that the Gentiles are no longer 'aliens' (^evoi) and 'resident aliens' 
(rcdpoiKoi), but also that they are 'fellow citizens (cx>\iitoJdxax) with the holy ones' 
and 'members of the household (oiKetoi) of God'. It is not irrelevant for us to ask: 
what does the author intend to achieve through the language of 'polities'? Before any 
answer to this question is suggested, it is necessary to take note of the way in which 
these terms have been traditionally understood. 
The term Jjevoi conveys, quite often, the conventional sense of being or living 
as aliens in a. foreign territory other than one's homeland (e.g. Acts 7.6/Gen. 15.3; 
Acts 7.29/Exod. 2.15; Acts,13.16; 1 Pet. 1.17; 2.11, etc.).2 It signifies one who is in an 
'• 
'other' space in a geographical sense. In the Graeco-Roman world where one's culture 
is primarily associated with an emphasis on citizenship or membership in the polis, 
the term 'citizen' is often coupled with our present term and takes on considerable 
importance in defining a common in-group identity and creating the concept of 
1 The combination of both particles &pa and o$v is peculiar to the Pauline epistles, see especially 
Thrall, Greek Particles, here 10-11. In our present context, the two particles provide an emphatically 
inferential connective to the entire preceding paragraph (i.e. w . 11-18) rather than the immediately 
preceding sentence. I therefore disagree with Lincoln, Ephesians, who concludes that the author of 
Ephesians resumes his thought in v. 19 from v. 12 (126,131,150). 
2 Pace Friedrich, %kvoq,'4S6, who argues that the term %kvoc, in v. 19 can mean 'house guests'. There 
can be little doubt that the term ijivoi; may allude to the notion of 'hospitality' in ancient literature. But 
in a context where there is a stark contrast between 'citizens' and 'aliens' or 'resident aliens', it is 
extremely unlikely that££voq has reference to 'house guests'. A helpful analysis of ££voi as having the 
sense of 'friends who met through hospitality' or 'guest-friendship' (2;£vux) in the Graeco-Roman world 
can now be seen in Konstan, Friendship, 33-37. 
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'aliens' in contrast.3 Aliens, in other words, are people at the periphery as opposed to 
those at the centre (of the polis). The marginal character of the 'aliens' is made all the 
more apparent when it is coupled with ndcpoucoi,4 the foreigners or resident aliens,5 
reinforcing the inferior or adjunct status of those who lie outside the orbit of the 
normal civic body or body politic.6 A similar notion is also found in the Jewish 
Scripture:7 the 'resident aliens' were those who resided beside the Israelites, who 
could enjoy certain rights of legal protection and social acceptance, but who were 
restricted from participation in certain cultic rights and duties (e.g. 1 Chr. 29.15; Ps. 
38.12; 118.19, 54; 119.5; Jer. 14.8; Acts 13.17; also Jdth 5.9; 3 Mace. 7.19; Wisd. 
Sol. 19.10; Sir. 16.8; 41.5; Ps. Sol. 17.17).8 The basic notions of 'aliens' or 'resident 
aliens' above make it possible to pose the question of 'otherness', this time not in a 
geographical but in a cultural sense: embedded in the expression 'aliens' and 'resident 
aliens' is the way in which social groups define those at the periphery, in contrast to 
those who are at the centre of their social world-mapping. The author of our epistle 
has found this basic notion appropriate in order to produce his own representations of 
the Gentiles reinforcing the fact that they are no longer at the marginal position as a 
3 ^evot is often coupled with noHrai (or acToi) so that the distinction between their social status can 
be clearly distinguished from one another: see e.g. Pindar, Isthm. 1.51; Plutarch; Alcib.A; Herodians 
8:2.9;, also Josephus, Vito, 372; Philo, Congr. Erud. Causa 22-23; Post. Cain. -109; Iosepho Ali Spec ^  
Leg. 4.142, et al. 
4 See e.g. Diodorus Siculus, Bib: Hist: 20;84.2;Sy//.3 398.37; 742.45fr A more common term to use was \ 
U£TOIK6S ('metic'), which is often coupled with ijevoc,: see e.g. Thucydides, 4.90; Isocrates, Symm. 
163C; Plutarch, Exil. 607A; Diodorus Siculus, Bib. Hist. 4.27.3; Syll.3 799; Philo, Mosis 1.34; Abr. 
231. See further Schafer,'Paroikos,'1695-1707. 
5 See e.g. Gen. 23.4; Exod. 12.45; 18.3; Lev. 22.10; 25.23; Philo, Cherubim 108, 119-120, 268; 1 
Congr. Erud. Causa 22-23; Somn. 1 ;45; cf. Isocrates; Nicocles 22; Diogenes Laertius 1.82. See further 
Whitehead, Metic. 
6 See further Davies, 'Citizenship, Greek,' in OCD, 333-334. 
7 S e e also Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 269, noted that 'the various Hebrew terms that denote different 
degrees of strangership were confused rather than clarified by the L X X ' . 
8 Schmidt, 'jtdtpoiKoq,' concludes that a 'resident alien was often used'in the Jewish tradition for one 
in relation to whom certain legal and social rights developed in Israel, but who as such is to be 
distinguished as a non-Israelite from the member of God's people or the resident' (844-846).: Schiirer, 
HJPAJC, 3.Ml it, has also pointed out that Gentiles were regarded in the Jewish environment as a 
kind of client. See also Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 153. 
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result of the reconciling work of Christ on the cross: 'So then you are no longer aliens, 
not even resident aliens (tr. mine).' 9 
The observation above has led me to believe that the language in v. 19 is best 
understood as the author's 'political' vision to which our attention should be directed. 
But what does this vision truly entail? Why is such a vision necessary in our present 
context? These are important questions to which we shall turn as we advance our 
present exegesis. 
As far as we can tell, the cohesiveness of a community or social group can 
often be asserted by making the differences between themselves and 'outsiders' clear. 
This is precisely what writers in the ancient world had been doing, in order that the 
distinctions between 'us' who were at the centre stage (e.g. in the city-states) and 
'them' at the periphery could be forcibly established. There can be little doubt that 
when 'citizens' and 'aliens' are coupled together, they constitute unequivocally one of 
the most significant features in the ancient world serving as signals and emblems of 
difference. This can be easily attested in both Greek and Roman writers.1 0 We also 
have ample evidence from various inscriptions which indicate unequivocally that the 
terms 'citizens' and 'aliens' are often coupled together as emblems of difference in 
one's status in an ancient society, based on the customary structure of a city-state.11 
The status of 'strangership' is also well attested in the Jewish scriptures. Jewish 
i 9 The conjunction KCU may therefore be understood as having an emphatic force. 
1 0 The primary sources are extensive and the following must only be seen as examples: Plato, Laws 
8.850; cf. idem, Gorg. 473D; Aristotle, Nic. Ethics, 4.1123 a3; cf. idem, Politics 3.1275 b37, 1277 b34-
39; 4.1300 b31; Isocrates, Peace 48; cf. idem, Panegy. 4.50; Epist. 3.5; Aristophanes, Peace 297; Lys. 
580; Polybius, Hist: 4.72.3-4; cf. 1.36.3; 4.54.5; 13.8.3; Diodorus Siculus, Bib. Hist. 11.76.6; Plutarch, 
Cimon 10.1.4; cf. idem, Aet. Rom. 293E.8; Consolatio ad Apollonium 120A.10; Sept. Sap. Con. 
151A.2; Diog. Laertius, 6.63, 93. For Roman writers: see e.g. Cicero, Officiis 1.124-125, 3.47; Ennius, 
Scenica 6; Pliny, Persa 753; Livy, 22.38; Q. Curtius Rufus, 8.14.46. See further Fowler, City-States, 
esp. 1-22; Murray, 'Polis,' 1205-1206; Davies, 'Citizenship,' 333-334; Crawford, 'Citizenship,' 334-
335; Wiedemann, 'Barbarians,' 233; McKechnie, Outsiders. 
1 1 For example, see Syll? 398.37 (Cos, 278 BCE). All the three terms, 'citizens', 'resident aliens', and 
'aliens' appear in the same sentence; also Syll? 495; 708; 729; OGIS, 693; cf. Syll? 55.29. 
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writers such as Philo and Josephus were fully aware of these distinctions, not to 
mention their concerns about the 'struggle' of the Jews as foreigners vis-a-vis the 
native citizens, and, vice versa (Philo, Post. Cain. 109; Spec. Leg. 4.70; Vit. Mos. 
1.34-35; Flac. 44-48; Cher. 120f.; Josephus, Vit. 372; Ant. 9.291; 14.21; Contra Ap. 
1.314; 2.257-259; 1 Mace. l.lOff.; CPJ, no. 150-156).12 Struggles between citizens 
and aliens were often described using closely related designations such as 
citizens/'Greeks' and aliens/'barbarians'. Suffice it to say that prejudice against 
foreigners has stamped its inextinguishable mark in ancient history.13 In addition, we 
also have ample evidence which shows that various measures had been introduced in 
ancient city-states in order to exclude 'outsiders' and curb the assimilation of 
'outsiders' into the proper body politic thus consolidating the boundaries between 
citizens and non-citizens.14 Certain oaths of loyalty to the city-state were imposed, 
especially upon new citizens and these normally consisted of expressions that would 
promote firm allegiance to their own city-state and unity (ouovoia) against threats 
from without. So according to Xenophon, 'everywhere in Greece, it is customary for 
the citizens to swear to preserve: concord and everywhere they swear that oath' (Mem. 
4.4.16).15 It wi l l suffice, therefore, to say that it Was a normal practice for ancient 
1 2 In rabbinic Judaism proselyte, godfearer and resident alien are classified under the same category as 
aliens who stand in a certain religious and social relation to 'Israel' but are not full members. See 
further Str-B, 2.715-723; Meyer,'nApoiKoq,'850-851. 
1 3 Hostile attitudes toward 'outsiders' are expressly described by ancient writers: see e.g. Juvernal, Sat. 
3.58-65, 69-78, 81-87, 100-106; Cicero, Pro Flacc. 15, 16; Martial, Epig. 10.76; Petronius, Sat 26.9; 
i32.1; 37.1-6, 8, 9; 38.6-7; 46.3, 5-8; 71.1-4; 75.8-11; 76.1-9; 77.4, 6). See also Hecataeus Abdera, 
•Aegyptiaca (apud. Diodorus Siculus, Bib. Hist 40.3.1-2); Philo, Iosepho 29-31; Opf. 19. Echoes of the 
same prejudice is reverberated loud and clear in Aristides (117-181 CE), who writes: 'No one is a 
foreigner who is worthy' (£6voq o\)8elq (kmc, &£ioc,, Or. 26.60). See further Finley, Politics, 122-141, 
esp. 125; Aalders, Plutarch, 26-44; Grant, Greeks & Romans, 123-132; Sherwin-White, Roman 
Citizenship, 258-259. 
1 4 See esp. the discussion of the subject in Manville, Citizenship, esp. 217; Sinclair, Democracy, 
105f.; Sherwin-White, Roman Citizenship, 259; Davies, 'Citizenship, Greek,' 334. 
1 5 See also Syll.3 526, where it records that an oath of loyalty was imposed upon the new citizens of 
Itanos (Crete), who thus pledged unswerving loyalty to the city-state: text cited in Austin, Hellenistic 
World, no. 90. Similar oaths were required when two city-states decided to fuse together politically as 
homopoliteia or 'isopoliteia' (i.e. equal citizenship): see e.g. Polybius, Hist. 4.3.6; 28.14.3; Staatsv. 
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authors to speak of the citizen-alien polarity so that the 'insiders' could be marked off 
from the aliens and that the cohesiveness among the 'insiders' might be firmly 
reinforced. Just as in the case of the well known linkage in classical Greek literature 
of the words 'Greek' and 'barbarian',16 indicating the entire human race from a 
particular perspective, or other conventional stratifications in ancient society,17 the 
polarisation of 'citizen' and 'alien' is one of the customary distinctions which most 
ancient writers in the Graeco-Roman world would have accepted as a premise or 
axiom in strengthening the differences and boundaries between 'insiders' and 
'outsiders'.18 Such formulations, however, tend also to turn the citizen-body into a 
closed, enfranchised, privileged body politic, 1 9 outside which lay the inferior or 
adjunct strata such as aliens and foreigners. 
In view of what we have discussed above, it should come as no surprise that 
our author's 'political' language is no more than a permutation of a classical topos 
found among ancient writers.2 0 He was familiar with the way in which humankind had 
been structurally classified in the ancient world and employed similar 'citizen'/'alien' 
i 
m.545 (Homopoliteia of Cos and Calymnus, ca. 205-200 BCE); Syll.3 647 (Sympoliteia of Stiris and 
Medeon in Ph'ocis, second c. BCE) , cited in Austin, op. cit., hos. 133 and 134. See further Linderski & 
Rhodes, 'Isopoliteia,' 771;cf{dem, 'Sympoliteia,' 1460-1461. 
1 6 See e.g. Herodotus, Hist. 9.11.2; 9.55.2, where the barbarians were also known as xeinoi; Aristode, 
Politics 1.1252 b 8; Euripides, Iph., 1379 and 1400; Xenophon, Ages. 1.12; cf. idem, Dem. 8, 67; 
18.253 and 270; Isocrates, Epist. 2.10; Strabo, 14.2.28ff.; Plutarch, Alex. Fort. Wirt. 328C-329C; Philo, 
Quod. Omni. Prob. 48, 138; Cicero, Republica 1.37, 58; Ovid, Tristia 5.10.37; Syll.3 643, et al. See 
further Aalders, Plutarch, 13; Hall, Barbarian, esp. 5; Goldenberg, 'Scythian-Barbarian,' 87-102; 
Wright, 'Barbarians,' in OCD, 233. 
1 1 7 (a) Rich and poor: Xenophon, Symp. 4.35; Strabo, Geog. 14.2.5.652-653; Livy, 42.29-30.7; Diog. 
Laertius 6.11; 50; 72; 104. (b) Freedman and slave: Aristotle, Politics, 1.1253 ^20; Diog. Laertius, 6.4; 
29; 30, 74. Paul is fully aware of these distinctions: Gal. 3.28; 4.7; 1 Cor. 12.13; Phlm. 16. See further 
Sabine & Smith, Commonwealth, esp. 18. 
1 8 See also Davies, 'Polis,' 24-38; Sealey, History. 
1 9 For the inferior position of the aliens and foreigners, compare Cicero, Officiis 3.47 and CPJ 153, 
where foreigners are clearly classified as those who resided in 'cities not their own'. Finley, Politics, 
125 concludes that 'the good life was possible only in the polis and that the good man was more or less 
synonymous with the good citizen, that slaves, women and barbarians {sc. in the perception of the 
Greek citizens), were by nature inferior and so fell without the pale of the polis.' See also Gnilka, 
Epheserbrief, 153; Aalders, Plutarch, 26-44. 
2 0 See e.g. McKechnie, Outsiders, 16-33; de Ste Croix, Class Struggle, 9-10. 
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polarity to aid him in consolidating the identity of the Gentiles. His 'political' agenda, 
however, is essentially different from that of most contemporary writers in the ancient 
world. 2 1 His aim is to eliminate at a stroke the 'us-them' polarity that had long 
dominated the ancient world and to deconstruct the antinomies by which one ethnic 
group demarcated its world from the 'other'. That is the issue with which the author 
has been fully preoccupied. That is his 'political' vision when he comes to redefine 
the identity of his Gentile recipients. 
However, the total picture of the author's vision cannot be fully appreciated 
without taking into account the following factors. Who else - i f anyone - would he 
have in mind when he set out to strengthen the 'inside' status of his Gentile 
recipients? Why is he using inclusive language to speak of the status of the Gentiles 
vis-a-vis the 'holy ones'? Are his formulations in v. 19 ad hoc expressions, or do they 
reveal our author's more subtle concerns? How does his 'political' vision f i t into the 
reconciling work of Christ expounded in w . 14-18? 
Part of the answer to our questions above lies in the designation the 'holy 
ones'. The way in which the 'holy ones' should be interpreted in this reference is a 
matter of scholarly dispute. There are three main interpretations. (1) Some interpreters 
contend that the 'holy ones' refers to the angels or heavenly beings.22 It has been 
argued that this reference is found elsewhere in the OT 2 3 and the Pauline corpus (e.g. 
1 Thess. 3.13; 2 Thess. 1.7, 10). The covenanters at Qumran had also attributed 
2 1 I have intentionally punctuated the various political terms with inverted commas, for I think the 
author's main intention is not political, despite the fact that he is fully aware of the politics of his day 
(see e.g. the notion of 'household-management' in Eph. 5.22-6.9; cf. 2.12). He uses the familiar 
political terminology mainly to impart to his Gentile recipients the conception of oneness between two 
ethnic groups whose relationships were tainted with disharmonious, hostile attitude. 
2 2 Lindemann, Aufhebung, 183; Gartner, Temple, 322; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 154. MuBner, 
'Contributions,' 166, who changed his view in his commentary from that in Christus, 105-106, see 
below n. 27. 
2 3 See e.g. Job 5.1; Ps. 89.6-7; Zech. 14.5; cf. 1 Enoch 1.9. 
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special importance to the position occupied by the 'holy ones', i.e. the heavenly angels 
to whom the elect community on earth is joined. 2 4 However, we have had occasion to 
reject this reading on the grounds that the emphasis from v. 19 onward is basically not 
the union of earthly beings and heavenly beings but an earthly one. As mentioned in 
the foregoing chapter, the 'barrier' that is removed is not a horizontal one (i.e. one 
between heavenly beings and earthly beings) but a vertical one, i.e. between two 
human groups.25 
(2) Others who have rejected the above interpretation contend that Eph. 2.11-
22 describes the pre-Christian past of the Gentiles as a stark contrast to their Christian 
present and that the 'holy ones' must therefore refer to all believers.26 In favour of a 
reference to 'all believers' are the facts that in the writer's view they now constitute 
the people of God as Israel did in the past, that elsewhere in the letter ayioi is used of 
Christians in general, and that the ouv- compounds in w . 21,22 and 3.6 have in view 
the rest of the church.27 One must admit that there is some truth in this interpretation. 
However, while the author's language permits such an understanding of the 'holy 
ones', it does not demand it. -This interpretation also overstates the discontinuity 
between Israel and the church. As we have mentioned in our previous chapters, the 
Jews and the Gentiles were designated as structural opposites: the 'circumcision/the 
'uncircumcision' (v. 12); the 'near'/the 'far o f f (v. 17). The 'otherness' of the 
Gentiles was expressed in characteristically Jewish terms: 'Gentiles in the flesh', 
'aliens to the covenants of the promise', 'having no hope and godless in this world' 
2 4 See e.g. 1QS 2.8-9; 8.11; 11.7-8; CD 20.8; 1QM 12.1, 4, 7; 1QH 6. 13; lQSb; 4QEnoch c 1.1.15; 
4Q181 1.4. See further Davidson, Angels, 165-166,272, 
2 5 Pace Lindemann, Aufhebung, 183; also Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 154; MuBner, 'Contributions,' 166. 
2 6 So Lincoln, Ephesians, 151; Abbott, Ephesians, 69; Robinson, Ephesians, 67; Hanson, Unity, 147; 
Pfammatter, Kirche, 76-71', Merklein, Amt, 132; Schnackenburg, 'Politeia,' 471; MuBner, Christus, 
105-106. 
2 7 Lincoln, Ephesians, 151. 
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(v. l ib, 12). There is therefore no sufficient ground to rule out the Gentiles and the 
'holy ones' as constituing another pair of structural opposites which is similar to those 
mentioned above. The context of vv. 11-22 requires thus a narrow interpretation of the 
designation in question, pointing not to 'the rest of the church'. 
(3) For some scholars, the Gentiles are still closely related to historical Israel. 
Barth, for example, argues that 'through his incorporation into Israel a Gentile finds 
communion with God' (italics mine). 2 8 The question for us is: which 'Israel'? Does it 
refer to the 'body politic of Israel' from which Gentiles were excluded? Does the 
author mean that the Gentiles started out with a disadvantage and had to be drawn 
near to participate in the ancient privileges which Israel offered?29 It appears that the 
'incorporation' is by no means straightforward, as so often assumed. 
We have mentioned earlier that the rationale behind the argument of the author 
in v. 19 is based consistently upon his conviction that the boundaries between 
'insiders' and 'outsiders' have been torn down through the peace-making work of 
Christ and that the same rationale should determine our understanding of the status of 
the Gentiles vis-a-vis the 'holy ones' . What is proposed below is that the union that is 
in view is a social one. I shall argue that the concern in v. 19 is the implications of 
Christ's reconciling work for two ethnic groups that had kept apart from one another 
(vv. 11-12, 14-18). There can be little doubt that the designation 'holy ones' is often 
used as a reference to the selfrunderstanding of Israel as the elect of God who are 
singled out and consecrated for God (e.g. Exod. 19.6; 22.30; Lev. 20.26; Num. 15.40; 
Deut. 7.6; 14.2, 21; 26.19; 28.9; Ps. 16.3; 106.6; Isa. 62.12; Jer. 2.2; Dan. 7.27; 12.7; 
Wisd. Sol. 3.9; 4.14; 10.15, 17; 18.9; 3 Mace. 2.6; 1QM 10.10; 12.8; 11QT 48.7, 10; 
2 8 Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 169-170; Meuzelaar, Leib, 63. Sanders, Law, 172, contends that 'the Gentiles 
were adopted into Israel according to the flesh'. 
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4Q400 1.17; 4Q504 4.10; 4Q511 2.7; 4QFlor. 1.4; 1Q34 3.2.5-7; 4Q160 3-5; 4Q511 
2; Test. Abr. 20.14; Test. Levi 5.4; Test. Job. 43.15;). 
For us, however, the most important question is, Why does the author refrain 
from saying that the Gentiles are fellow-citizens with Israel, the elect of God? The 
most probable reason for this avoidance is due to the fact 'Israel' understood as the 
people of God has become too narrowly defined by the Jews (2.12). Indeed it will be 
quite impossible to speak of the inclusion of the Gentiles into an Israel which is 
inward-looking.30 With the 'holy ones', however, it is possible for our author to 
redefine the people of God afresh. The close connections between the Gentiles and the 
Israel of God is firmly established. Thus said, the 'holy ones' can certainly include the 
Jews who perceived the world as divided into two distinct categories (the 
'circumcision' and the 'uncircumcision'). The point is that the author's language here 
denotes his undisguised inclusivism.31 The implication is that the 'us' and 'them' 
dichotomy is disintegrative and characterises the old era - 'the time without Christ' 
(vv. lib-12) - and should now be left behind. To assert that the 'us'/'them' boundary 
is no longer significant is just :another way of saying that an inclusive community 
should no longer place its qmphasis upon the factors that would effect disintegration 
but upon those that would encourage integration of Jews and Gentiles who come from 
different ethnic backgrounds. That is precisely what the author wishes to achieve by 
his language, of conciliation which we now find in v. 19. A new image of the Gentiles 
emerges: they are fellow citizens with the 'holy ones' (cf. 3.6).3 2 Their status as the 
2 9 Richardson, Israel, 156-157. 
3 0 See my discussion in 3.3.1.1 and 3.3.1.2, respectively. 
3 1 We cannot, however, tell whether the author's inclusivistic perspective is embraced by those Jews 
who estranged the Gentiles (cf. w. 12). 
3 2 The term counoXvcoci is rarely found in classical Greek, but see Aesch., Sept. 605, Jj'bu, jtoXtxaiq; 
Euripides, Heracl. 826; Theophrastus, On Piety, 2.25; Josephus, Ant. 19.175; BAGD, s.v. Cf. SIG 
633.33, where the idea of avfatoXiieia is well expressed: 'The Melesians will be fellow citizens of the 
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'other' (i.e. 'aliens', 'alien residents') has been done away. They and the Jews now 
share the same 'socio-political' space. 
To sum up our discussion thus far, the author's 'political' vision is marked by 
its undisguised inclusivism. His aim is to assure the Gentile readers what the 
reconciling work of Christ meant for them, and more importantly for their new 
relations with the people of God. His language of conciliation reinforces his 
conviction that the 'us'/'them' boundary which had hitherto divided the 
'circumcision' from the 'uncircumcision' has been broken down on the basis of pax 
Christi. The Gentiles are on the same side with the 'holy ones'/Israel. His language is 
that which advances concord: the Gentiles and Jews are now one, without any inward-
looking dispositions and ethnic factors interposing between them to mark them off as 
distinct from each other (cf. w . 1 l-13a). 
5.3 The Gentiles are God's Own and the Holy Dwelling of God 
We are informed that the Gentiles are not simply 'fellow citizens with the 
'holy ones' but also 'members of the household of God'. 3 3 The author's language here 
thus enables us to see more accurately the double-movement of his argument 
concerning the Gentiles' new identity. 
Heracleans, and the Heracleans of the Milesians'. See further Rhodes, 'Poleis,' here 175, 181; Larsen & 
Rhodes, 'Sympoliteia,' OCD 1460-1461. See also my discussion in 3.3.1.1, n. 75. 
3 3 The evidence for the second kait is strong: P 4 6 ^ X A B C D* F G 33, et al The repetition is 
probably for the sake of emphasis. Elsewhere in the NT, the second auxiliary can always be elided: see 
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5.3.1 KCCI O I K E I O I xox> Qeov, E7IOIKO5OHT |6EVT£C, ETU -co) eeneXicp xcov a7toox6X,cov 
Kai 7ipo9TiTO)v ( w . 19b-20a) 
Some scholars have suggested that our attention should be drawn to the cultic 
associations of OIKOC, TOV ®EOX> as the reference to the spiritual temple already present 
here.34 Others have opined that there is a shift here from the political imagery of the 
state of commonwealth to the more intimate picture of a family. 3 5 It is more likely that 
the term oiKEioi, which appears collocatively with such political terms as Jjsvoi or 
ndpoiKOi, is one of the constituting elements of the author's 'political' vision. This is 
clear as we refer to evidence from literary authorities which indicates that the term 
O I K E U H when coupled with J JEVOI 3 6 or aXXotpioi 3 7 always helps to enhance the 'us' 
and 'them' distinctions in ancient society (i.e. polis).3* But the most striking analogy 
is to be found in Plato's work, Protagoras. The wording in v. 19 is extremely close to 
the speech of Hippias the sophist, a younger contemporary of Protagoras, who 
rebuked his audience (including Prodicus) in a dispute over the difference between 
'nature' and 'law': ' I regard you all as kinsmen and intimates and fellow-citizens by 
nature, not by law; for lilfe is akin to like by nature, whereas the law, despot of 
a 
mankind, often contrains us against nature' (fyyo%iai eyo) tyiccc, cDYVsvsiac, TE Kai 
' ) 
olKsiouc, K a i 7COXITOC^ ajtavxac, ETVCU (pticEi, o\) v6u.ar TO yap 6(ioiov xqj ououp 
<pbae\ auyyEVEC, E O T I V KTX, . , 337C; cf. idem, Politeia, 6.494B; Plutarch, Alex. fort. 
e.g. Gal. 4.7: 'So you are no longer a slave but a child'; Mark 10.8: 'So they are no longer two but one 
flesh.* 
v 3 4 Thus MuBner, Epheser, 92; Merklein, Amt, 133-134. 
3 5 So Lincoln, Ephesians, 152; Barth, Ephesians, 270. 
3 6 See e.g. Philo, Mosis 1.34; Spec. Leg. 4.70, et al. 
3 7 See e.g. Plato, Laws 2.666C; cf. idem, Theag. 126B; Politeia, 5.463B; Philo, Post. Cain. 109; Spec. 
Leg. 4.70; Virt. 173; Leg. Gaium 294; Josephus, Bellum 4.275. Both tjbiox and icXXotpioi are always 
categorised under the same rubric as structural opposites to 'relations, citizens, friends' (oixevoi, 
JtoXvcai, <piXoi): see e.g. Philo, Post. Cain. 109; Plato, Gorg. 509B; Prot. 313A; Pol. 1.328D. 
3 8 See e.g. Aristophanes Vesp. 1022 (oi)K dtAAorpicov, ctXA,' olKEitov Mowarov oionaS' Tiwoxvoac,); 
Josephus, Ant. 2.27 (O^K aXkdxpwv ovrcov, a\X' oteeTcov); cf. idem, Ant. 4.275; 20.210; Vita 31. See 
also Thucydides, 3.13; 2.39; Plutarch, Symm. 7.668C, 708C; Nicias 9.7.3; Curiositate 519E.1; Ages, et 
Pomp. 4.9.3-5.1; Sol. etPubl. 1.6.2; Herodians, 6.9.8. 
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Virt. 329 A-B; Sul. 9.7.3; Lyc. 3.5.3). Here the rhetoric of 'sameness' is clear enough: 
like is akin to like. In view of what we have discussed above, we have reason to 
believe that the author of Ephesians is making the same point as Hippias and other 
writers by using some of the most common terminology of politics to reinforce the 
idea of intimate relations among humankind when he speaks of the new status of his 
Gentile recipients.39 The author is making known to his Gentiles recipients that they 
are actually 'God's own' , 4 0 they belong to God's household and should no longer be 
perceived as foreigners. It would not be rash to conclude that the author is using some 
of the political terminology to 'institute' a single community in which the 
citizens/aliens boundary had been breached and left behind. 
To recapitulate what we have said so far, the formulation in v. 19b denotes the 
author's arduous effort to overcome the handicapped position of the Gentiles by re-
locating them as firmly as possible among the 'holy ones', intensifying thus the 
intimacy between his recipients and their Jewish counterparts on the one hand, and 
their 'householder' (sc. God) on the other. He asserts that the Gentiles are familia Dei 
(cf. Gal. 6.10), while saying nothing about the status of the Jews - probably because 
'.'•••) 
3 9 It would be less accurate to suggest that 'there is a move from the political imagery of the state of 
commonwealth to the more intimate picture of a family' (pace Lincoln, Ephesians, 150, 152), since 
both the family and citizenship can be seen as belonging to the topos of politics in the Graeco-Roman 
world: see e.g. the phrase oiieeia x<bpa w a s used by Aristotle to denote the 'city-community' when he 
referred to the citizens of the city-state, as opposed to those who were outside the orbit of the polis, see 
i his Politics 2.1265 a24 and 2.1273 b31; cf. idem, Politics 1.1253 b l , where Aristotle considered 
'household' the 'component part of the city-state'. Cicero, Beneficiis 1.53, spoke not only of the 
citizens of a city-state as 'members of the same city' sharing their common facilities such as the town 
square, temples, covered walkways, roads, law and constitution, law-courts and election, customs and 
associations and the dealings and agreements that bind people to others (Beneficiis 1.53), but also of the 
'household' (familia) as the means by which a closer bond between human relations could be built as 
this is 'the element from which a city is made, so to speak, the seed-bed of the state' (1.53-54); cf. idem, 
Officiis 1.53-54, 3.69; Thucydides, 2.40, 3.65; Isocrates, Plataicus 51; Andocides, 4.15; Philo, Fug. et 
Inv. 36; cf. idem, Mut. Norn. 148-150; losepho 38; De Post. Cain. 109; Mosis 1.34-36; Spec. Leg. 4.70. 
4 0 Cf. 1 Tim. 5.8; Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1361 a21; Pindar, Mm. Ode. 12.19; Herodians, 6.9.8; Philo, 
losepho 46; P. Lille (3 BCE) 1.7.5; P. Magd. (Ill BCE) 13.2; P. Grenf. (103 BCE) 2.28.5, examples 
cited in M-M. 
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their status in the 'house of God' is never put in question or denied.41 His language 
shows that there is now a complete shift of the Gentiles from a position at the 
periphery to a close bond with God. They are no longer 'home-changers' (to use 
Whitehead's word for 'resident alien'), but 'God's own'. 
5.3.2 enoiKoSonTiGevTeq kid x& 9eu.eXun xcov anoax6X(o\ tccd rcpotpTvtcov (v. 20a) 
Despite the fact that the 'us'/'them' dichotomy has been made redundant as a 
result of the Christ's reconciling work, the reshaping of the new identity of the 
Gentiles is far from complete. To be sure, the conclusions we have reached in the 
preceding paragraphs have a significant bearing upon the way in which vv. 20-22 
should be interpreted in at least two ways. In the first place, the author has unveiled by 
his use of various political images the blueprint of an ideal community which is 
marked by its undisguised inclusivism. In the second place, what is left for our author 
is to lay bare the distinctive features of this community. We must not lose sight of the 
inclusivistic perspective mentioned above as we advance our exegesis. 
The' use of such architectonic images as 'building', 'cornerstone', 
'foundation', 'temple' and 'dwelling place' have attracted much scholarly attention in 
recent decades.42 However, what has not been sufficiently appreciated is the way in 
which these terms relate to the new 'location' acquired by the Gentiles in the light of 
ethnic reconciliation and of the Gentiles' defective status in the perception of the 
Jews. I shall argue in what follows that the various architectonic images are meant (a) 
to consolidate the 'new identity of the Gentiles' by reinforcing their 
4 1 See e.g. Jer. 31.31; Jdth. 4.15; 6.17; Bar. 2.26; Matt. 10.6; Acts 2.36;. 
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interconnectedness with other members who belong to the same community and (b) to 
(tacitly) substantiate the set-apartness of Gentiles for God, by implying that the 
Gentiles who are built into the temple are indeed holy. 
The author uses various OTKOC, words to reinforce the Gentiles' sense of 
belonging. Such oiKoq words as £jcgjLKo8ou.n8ev'C£c,, ojjco8ou,rt, owoiKo8ou,£ia8e 
and KaxoiKTVcripiov are prompted, most probably, by his earlier statement in which 
oiicetoi (xov Qeov) serves almost certainly as a paronym for these words ( w . 20a, 
21a and 22). 4 3 It is fair to say that the author describes the new 'location' of the 
Gentiles in a strikingly pictorial way. The purpose of this 'vivid description' 
(evdpyeia) is probably to induce his readers to envision the scene of a 'building' or 
'house' in their 'minds' eye', thereby rendering it immediate and affective.4 4 To 
understand what the author is trying to do with the various O T K O - images and 'stone' 
metaphors we need look no further than the quite common practice of ancient political 
theorists who made use of the 'stone' and 'building' topoi to consolidate group or 
corporate identity 4 5 Thus, when Dio Chrysostom spoke of the people of his ideal 
community, he defined their identity in terms of 'a polis on the rock' (Or. 36.13, 20; 
cf. Clement of Alexandria, \Strom. 4.26; Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 15.15).46 Seneca, who 
uses similar topoi to describe community life, writes: 'Our relations with one another 
(societas nostra) are like a stone arch, which would collapse i f the stones did not 
support each other, and which is upheld in this very way' (Epist. 5 3 ) 4 7 No different 
4 2 See especially Schnackenburg, 'Bau,' 258-272; Pfammatter, Bau, 78-97; cf. idem, Epheserbrief, 22, 
24. For a brief bibliography, see Barth, Ephesians,270 n.73; Lincoln, Ephesians, 154. 
4 3 See further Shanor, 'Master Builder,' 461-471. See further Banks, Community, esp. ch. 3. 
4 4 See especially Zanker, 'Enargeia,' 297-311; Vasaly, Representations, 19-25; Lausberg, Handbuch, 
1.399-407. The same technique of evidentia is probably employed by the author of 11QT, where the 
'Temple'is described in great detail; cf. Ezek. 40-48. 
4 5 See e.g. Malherbe, Moral Exhortation, 149. 
4 6 See further Schofield, Stoic Idea, esp. 59,73. 
4 7 See especially Mitchell, Reconciliation, 100. 
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are the settlers at Qumran, who made use of similar topoi to strengthen and legitimate 
their own identity as the eschatological community. The 'architects' or initial nucleus 
of the covenanted community were the three Zadokite priests and twelve laymen who 
not only laid the foundations of the Council of the Community but also became the 
components of that foundation themselves (1QS 5.5; 8.1-11; 9.3ff.; cf. 1QH 6.25-27; 
7.8f.; 4QpIsa).48 There can be little doubt that NT writers also introduced similar topoi 
to underscore the corporate identity of their own communities (e.g. 1 Cor. 3.9-17; 
6.19; Matt. 16.18). It should occasion no surprise that the author of Ephesians is 
making use of the 'stone' and 'building' images to legitimise the 'inside' status of his 
Gentile recipients. Suffice it to say that the author's endeavour must have provided the 
Gentile readers with a deep sense of identity and security. 
That the author uses the 'foundation' (8eu.eAaoc,) to denote the apostles and 
prophets as a category of people who possess a status of central importance to a 
community is clear enough (cf. 1QS 8.7-8; 4QpIsad 1.3, par. Isa. 54.11-12; Philo, 
Praem. etPoen. 150; Rom. 15.20; 1 Cor. 3.10-12; also Matt. 16.17-18; Rev. 21.14).49 
/ 
r 
The point is that the apostles and prophets are 'the beginning which precedes all else' 
(to use Philo's words).50 The author probably has in mind the distinctively inclusive 
character of the two orders of ministry when he spoke of the foundational role of the 
apostles and prophets. To be sure, they are agents who received the divine 'mystery' 
and lay bare.the 'mystery' which is marked by its undisguised inclusivism: it has now 
been revealed to his holy apostles and prophets in the Spirit that the Gentiles have 
4 8 See also Bruce, Ephesians, 305. 
4 9 Cf. Rev. 3.12; 21.14; Joseph & Aseneth 17.6. It is mentioned in midr. Yalkut Shimeoni 1.766 on 
Num. 23.9 that Abraham is the 'foundation' upon which other stones (i.e. Israel) would be constructed 
into a living community of faith. See further Horgan, Pesharim, 125-126; Aune, Revelation 1-5, esp. 
241-242. 
5 0 In Hellenistic Jewish thought, the role of foundation is attributed to 'nature' (qriKJicJ, which is also 
understood as the 'original, the earliest and the real cause': see e.g. Philo, Rer. Div. 115-116. 
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become fellow heirs, members of the same body, and partakers in the promise in 
Christ through the gospel (3.1-13; cf. Rom.ll.13ff.; 15.15; 1 Cor. 4.9; also 1 Cor 
15.7-9).51 The Gentile recipients' sense of identity through an awareness of their 
connection to the foundation of the community is now enhanced. 
It should be clear by now that the 'foundation' upon which the Gentiles are 
built is both 'apostolic' and 'prophetic'.52 What made 'apostles and prophets' notable 
was, most probably, that the ministry in which they engaged was distinctively 
inclusive in character.53 The divine revelation they received has shaped, presumably, 
the entire nature of their ministry: this would involve, by implication, the demolition 
of the old 'us'/'them' dichotomy (e.g. the 'circumcision'/'uncircumcision' polarity) 
which symbolised the old era (6.18-20; cf. Isa. 58.12). The importance of the apostles 
and prophets in the 'building' upon which the Gentiles are built can therefore be 
assessed by the fact that they have become symbols of inclusiveness in the 
eschatological era and their only 'authority' is to safeguard and preserve the inclusive 
nature of the gospel and to foster its expression in sustaining what in the body of 
Christ (3.10-13; 4.11-16).54 / 
5 1 Pace Pfammatter, Epheserbrief, 25, who argues that the author's aim is to define a form of church 
government, e.g. that of'a holy catholic and apostolic church'. 
5 2 Pace Pfammatter, Epheserbrief, 24-25 who overstates the importance of the 'apostolic church': 
'Kirche ist deshalb immer "apostolische" Kirche - oder sie ist nicht die Kirche ChristiV (italics mine); 
cf. Merklein, Amt, 147-149. Closer to the mark is Schnackenburg, £/?/je«a/w, who writes: 'If the 
; 'apostolicity of the Church is considered as an element of ecclesiology, we must not overlook the fact 
•that for Eph. the prophetic-pneumatic is also part of the foundation of the Church'(123). 
5 3 Many contemporary discussions - especially among Pentecostal communities - about the role of 
'apostles' or 'prophets' have failed to recognise that the main thrust of the author's argument is not 
about the different orders of ministry that should be available in an organisational sense but about the 
spiritually gifted persons whom God expects to deliver the important message that the Gentiles are 
forming part of the new and inclusivistic community. 
5 4 Grudem, Prophecy, 42, confines himself to the 'infallible authority' of the 'apostles who are also 
prophets'. He has given too little attention to the way in which the notion of 'authority' is understod in 
our present passage, namely that the authority of the apostles or prophets is to impart to their audience 
the gospel of inclusiveness, namely the gospel that considers ethnic boundaries or an 'us'/'them' 
dichotomy as utterly insignificant. 
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Despite the fact that both apostles and prophets received revelation from above 
(3.5), we must concede that the distinction between the two different kinds of 
establishing ministry remains discernible. This is evident when the 'apostles' who 
received divine revelation are called the 4holyapostles' (3.5). The language suggests 
the set-apartness of the 'apostles', perhaps in the sense of commissioning, in order to 
perform the ministry of proclaiming the gospel of reconciliation (cf. 6.19-20). The 
prophets who also received revelation from the one God are probably pneumatic or 
'charismatic': they are 'prophets in the Spirit', that is, the 'Spirit' has become the new 
criterion by which their ministry as prophets is to be judged.55 
5.3.3 ovtoq aKpoycoviaiov afoot) Xpiccot) 'Inaoxj (v.20b) 
As the author sets out to consolidate the Gentile recipients' new identity in 
relation to the apostles and prophets, he also appends to his argument a fresh element 
which, i f taken at face value, seems to demarcate the Messiah Jesus both from 'the 
/ 
foundation of the apostles and prophets' and from the Gentiles who were built upon 
that foundation.56 Does the author use the 'stone' topos here (like the 'foundation' in 
5 5 Pace Lincoln, 180 who takes ev nve<)u.<m in 3.5 as qualifying the verb 'revealed', so that the 
revelation to the apostles and prophets is said to have taken place 'through' or 'by' the Spirit; cf. 
Abbott, Ephesians, 83; Bruce, Ephesians, 315; Robinson, Ephesians, 78; Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 167; 
Mufiner, Epheser, 102. However, the reference here is neither to the Spirit as the agent/instrument of 
revelation nor to theprophets who 'speak in the Spirit' but rather to prophets who are controlled by the 
. Spirit and are aware of the fact that genuine revelation is never self-prompted: see esp. Eph. 5.18-19; 1 
'Cor. 12.19; Col. 3.16; 1 Thess. 5.19-20; also Matt. 22.45. The suggestion of Kasemann, 'Ephesians,' 
288-297, that Ephesians was written when charismatic ministers had begun to give way to more 
regulated functionaries is inaccurate; cf. idem, Questions, 236-251; cf. MacDonald, Pauline Churches, 
who has ignored the importance of the; Spirit in 'Ephesians' in shaping the symbolic world of the 
Gentile recipients (passim). There can be little doubt that the Spirit; still plays a very important role in 
shaping the identity of the Christian Gentiles: see e.g. 5.19; cf. 1.13, 17; 4.23, 30; 5.18f.;-6.17f; 4.3, 7, 
12. See further, Dunn, Jesus, 289, 346-7. 
••'56.' Thus Gaston, Stone, who writes: 'It seems mat Jesus has been added to an,image in which o 
he had no place as is shown not only by his introduction in a subordinate genitive absolute, but even 
more by the fact that his place in the image is not really appropriate' (193, 222, 223); Lincoln* 
Ephesians, 154. The' participle ovxoq, which stands as an independent verb in a genitive absolute 
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the immediate statement) to reinforce the oneness of the community to which the 
Gentiles belong? Before we return to this question, a brief comment on the meaning 
of ocKpoytoviorioq is in order. 
The term aKpoycoviouoc, (like that in 1 Pet. 2.6), which is unknown in 
nonbiblical Greek, appears originally in the Greek version of the Jewish scriptures 
(Isa. 28.16), denoting the 'stone' at Zion, i.e. the Temple Mount. Traditionally the 
term is used of the 'stone' that is located at the foot of the building.57 But this 
interpretation was challenged by J. Jeremias, who argued that ctKpoyeoviatoq refers 
to the 'keystone' (Abschlufiteiri) crowning the building, and probably installed over 
the entrance of the temple.58 Jeremias' theory thus underscored the prominent and 
exalted position of Jesus in the building laid on its SeuiXioc;, and has won many 
followers.59 
Against Jeremias's interpretation a number of objections can be made, 
however. In the first place, the evidence which was introduced to support his 
contention is problematic, since none of the passages cited by Jeremias can be safely 
placed in the first century with' any degree of certainty and do not therefore have 
compelling force.60 That is true of Symmachus' Greek recension, a very late source.61 
construction, may function in a similar way to a finite verb expressing the secondary determination of 
the main sentence in a syntactically independent manner. The phrase in v. 20b may then be interpreted 
in at least two possible ways: (a) '[while] the Messiah Jesus is its (sc. 'foundation') cornerstone'; and 
(b) 'the Messiah Jesus himself being the cornerstone'. See further Zerwick, BG, NUM.. 48; Moule, 
Idiom, 43; Porter, Idioms, 183-184. 
5 7 See e.g. McKelvey, Temple, 195-204; Mufiner, Christus, 108-111; Schnackenburg, Ephesians, 124-
125; Kramer, 'yavia,' 268. 
5 8 Jeremias, 'Eckstein,' 65-70; cf. idem, 'Eckstein-Schlussstein,' 154-157; 'aKpoYamaToq,' 792-793. 
5 9 See e.g. Barth, Ephesians 1-3, 271; Best, One Body, 165-166; Conzelmann, Epheser, 101; J. Gnilka, 
Epheserbrief, 158; Lindemann, Aufhebung, 185-186; Schlier, Epheser, 142. Lincoln, Ephesians, 157-
158 has modified Jeremias's theory slightly, but his conclusion is the same as that of Jeremias: 
iucpoymviauH; is the crowning stone. 
6 0 Jeremias's theory has been heavily criticised by various scholars: see e.g. Schafer, 'oHcpoycoviatoi;,' 
218-224; McKelvey, Temple, 195-20; Vielhauer, Oikodome, 118; Merklein, Amt, 144-152; Percy, 
Probleme, esp. 328-335, 485-488; Pfammatter, Bau, 143-51; Vielhaur, Oikodome, 118; Lona, 
Eschatologie, 350 and n.132; Kramer, 'ycovioc,' 267-269. 
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Although the 'chief cornerstone' (nas t&m, KeqwxXri ycoviag, Ps. 118 [117].22) was 
translated as aKpoycovtaux; by Symmachus,62 it is less than certain that the author of 
the Psalm itself had the uppermost part of the building in mind.63 The most we can 
say is that during the second or third century CE, there was a tendency among ancient 
writers to equate aKpoycoviouoc, with Keqxxkri ycoviaq.64 Consequently, the texts 
above provide no sure indication that the interpretation of aKpoymviouoc, as a 
'keystone' was current in the first century. In the second place, the evidence which 
Jeremias adduces as of the first importance comes from Testament of Solomon. 
Nevertheless, the Testament is more likely to represent one of the ways in which 
Jewish scriptures could be 'misread', with the meaning of aKpoyoovicaoc, being 
extended in a brand new direction. The most we can say is that the Testament 
provides evidence of a trajectory of interpretation extending from the first century to 
this later text.65 And finally, in Eph. 2.20 the building to which this 'stone' already 
belongs - if we follow the sense of the text - is not yet complete!66 
Our discussion above is not to abjure the exalted position of Christ in the 
community. There is little doubt that Christ is, for the author, the 'head of the body' 
(1.22; 4.15). My reticence with regard to the 'keystone' theory is partly due to the 
fact that the way in which the 'stone' in v. 20 is associated with the Gentiles' 
defective status in the past had not been adequately appreciated by Jeremias and 
those who adopt his view. Given that the 'stone' (or 'building') images and other 
6 1 See esp. O'Connell, 'Greek Versions,' 377-381; Evans, Noncanonical Writings, 74-75. 
6 2 See Jeremias'Eckstein,'67. 
6 3 McKelvey, Temple, 199. See also BAGD, 6cKpoya>vi<xTo<;, S.V. 2b. 
6 4 The Peshitta (Syriac) version of Isa. 28.16 is probably dependent upon the various Targumimand the 
L X X . See furtherMcKelvey, Temple, 188-192. 
6 5 Jeremias's theory has been criticised by Mufiner, 'Contributions,' 172 n. 59, who argues that the 
discovery of the Community Rule at Qumran (esp. 1QS 8.7) has made Jeremias's intepretation of 
aKpoycoviatoq as the 'lintel' dubious. See also 1 Pet 2.6. 
6 6 See further Schafer, 'AKpoyooviato*;,' esp. 220-221; Kramer, 'ytovia,' 268. 
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political terms in w . 18-22 did not emerge until the author had sufficiently outlined 
the work of Christ in reconciling Jews and Gentiles and in breaking down the barriers 
and alienation between Jews and Gentiles, we have good reason to ask whether the 
introduction of the metaphor of a 'cornerstone' for Christ (like the 'foundation' for 
the 'apostles and prophets') here suggests no more than the author's arduous effort to 
consolidate the Gentiles who were previously alienated from the ethnically based 
'body politic'. His 'stone' language can then be explained against the backdrop of 
ethnic alienation and reconciliation (vv. 14-18). The nub of the issue, then, is not so 
much that the 'foundation' can be distinguished from the 'cornerstone' as that the 
author's primary aim is to lay bare the fact that the Gentiles' new status cannot be 
fully understood 'without' Christ and that one cannot speak of the 'foundation' of a 
community without Christ (see also section 5.3.4 below). 
In recent years we also saw the interpretation of v.20a in terms of 'stone' 
testimonial According to this theory, the phenomenon of scriptural quotation in the 
New Testament may be accounted for by the hypothesis that a collection of 
'messianic proof-texts' was compiled at a very early date, and used by NT writers for 
some particular (e.g. apologetic) purposes.68 Lincoln, for example, has forcibly 
argued that the use of ocKpoycoviaTo*; in v. 20 is probably not a direct allusion to Isa. 
28.16 but an appropriation of the 'stone' testimonial 
While one must concede that there is evidence for 'stone' testimonia in NT 
documents, it is less than clear that our present text should be read in the same light. 
Since both ccKpoyroviaioq and BepiXioc, in v. 20 are clearly present in the single text 
6 7 See in particular Bouttier, Ephisiens, 129-130; Lincoln, Ephesians, 155. 
6 8 The research on the subject has been considerable. The standard analysis remains that of Harris, 
Testimonies. See further Dodd, Scriptures, 23; Hatch, Essays, 203; Fitzmyer, '4QTestimonia,' 513-537; 
Ellis, Use, 98-107; Lindars, Apologetic, 177-179; Snodgrass, Stone Testimonia. 
6 9 Lincoln, Ephesians, 155-156. 
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of Isa. 28.16, nothing strongly suggests that the author of Ephesians is directly 
dependent on the testimonia refer than directly echoing the Jewish scriptures.70 To be 
sure, the same OT passage mentioned above had also become a precursor text for 
other Jewish writers. It is cited on a number of occasions in the NT, despite the fact 
that it has been given a distinctively christological slant (e.g. Rom. 9.33; 10.11; 1 Pet. 
2.6). It is also clear that the same passage (esp. Isa. 28.16b) was often conflated with 
other OT passages for apologetic purposes in the early church.71 That said, there is no 
indication that the 'cornerstone' of Isa. 28.16a was applied in the NT in the same 
fashion. If we consider the extant literature which quotes or alludes to Isa. 28.16a, the 
most striking feature is that the 'stone' is often used in consolidating the identity of a 
community. Thus, when the Isaianic text is quoted explicitly in 1 Pet. 2.6, Christ is 
referred to as one of the most important 'stones' of the 'building', the 'living stone' 
which holds other stones together as they constitute the 'spiritual house'. There is 
also little doubt that the metaphor of a 'cornerstone' for Christ belongs firmly to the 
realm of temple symbolism as it is closely associated with other cultic terms such as 
'living stones', 'holy priesthood?, 'spiritual sacrifice acceptable to God' and 'spiritual 
house' (vv: 4-5).72 In Qumran literature, the author of the Community Rule also 
alluded to the same Isaianic text.73 Suffice it to say that the same 'stone' topos was 
used as a metaphor and it refers to the covenanters as 'the tested rampart, the 
7 0 See also McKelvey, Temple, 195-204; cf. idem, 'Cornerstone,' 352-359; Percy, 330-332, 485-488; 
Sch&fer, '&Kpoy«>viaTo<;,' 220-221; Bruce, Ephesians, 304-305; Hubner, Vetus Testamentum, 442-443. 
7 1 See e.g. Rom. 9.33, where Paul conflate Ps. 118.22 and Isa. 8.14. The author 1 Peter cited three 
separate passages in 1 Pet. 2.6-8: Isa. 28.16, Ps. 118.22 and Isa. 8.14. 
7 2 It is worth noting that when the same author assumed a hostile stance against the unbelievers, he used 
a different set of 'stone' metaphors: see e.g. v. 7, par. Ps. 117.22; v.8, par. Isa. 8.14. 
7 3 Gaster, Scriptures, 60-61; Knibb, Qumran Community, 131-132; Bruce, 'Ephesians,' 306 n.153; 
Gartner, Temple, 16-122. MuBner, 'Contributions,' 168 suggests that the change from 'stone' to 
'rampart' in 1QS was influenced by Isa. 30.13. However, it is more likely that the influence comes from 
Isa. 58.12. Despite the presence of a lacuna at the end of 1QS 8.7, the general sense of U. 7 and 8 is 
clear. 
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cornerstone' (~ipn n3S, 1QS 8.7). It should come as no surprise that our author has 
recourse to the Jewish scriptures, using the same 'stone' language to enhance the 
Gentiles' sense of security and identity. He proceeds, however, to invoke a fresh 
metaphor, Christ as the 'cornerstone' of the 'foundation' consisting of the apostles 
and prophets, and so to reframe the meaning of both 'cornerstone' and 'foundation' 
in the earlier text.74 The point is that Christ has occupied a status of central 
importance, like the apostles and prophets, in the 'household' to which the Gentiles 
belong. As we shall see, Christ is the unshakeable 'bedrock', the 'precondition' 
(Voraussetzung)75 'in whom' the whole community is being bonded together and 
grows into the temple. 
To sum up. The author brings to life his descriptions of the Gentiles' present 
status in the household of God by alluding to the 'stone' language in the Jewish 
scriptures (Isa. 28.16). The metaphor of a 'cornerstone' (at Zion) for Christ, as we 
shall see, also paves way for the author to speak of Christ as the cornerstone of the 
new Temple. To this theme we must now turn. 
53.4 ev cp jtaocc oiKo8ou/r| crovapnoXoyouuivii a$2;ei eic, vadv ccyiov ev Kvpicp, 
ev cp iced tyietc, o"uvoiKo5ojieta0£ eic, KaxoiKTvrripiov xoO 0eo$ ev 
7ive<)naxi (w.21-22) 
The author's argument is brought to a climax by stressing the oneness of the 
building-community and thus the interrelatedness of the components of the structure 
(cf. 4.16). The structural parallel between v. 21 and v. 22 is clear enough.76 The 
7 4 Bruce, Development, suggests that the 'stone' in Isa. 28.16 refers to 'the remnant of the people of 
God, the hope of the future, which in other oracles of Isaiah is embodied in the promised prince of the 
house of David' (65). 
7 5 Lona, Eschatologie, 351. 
7 6 See also Lona, Eschatologie, 351. 
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author probably uses the figure of repetition in his argument.77 To be sure, the 
formulation in v. 22 can be seen as a gemination of v. 21 (i.e. by instances of 
anaphora and mesodiplosis) allow these verses to form an interlocking pattern 
(ABCA'B'C) which is marked by parallelling of key motifs: 
A E V S Ttaooc oiKo5o(ifi ODvapnoA,oyov|j.£vr| (v. 21a) 
B <x§£,ei eic, vccov ocyiov (v. 21b) 
C ev KUpicp (v. 21c) 
A' ev cp iced tyietc, o"ovoiKo8ou.eic8e (v. 22a) 
B' ( -) eiq KaxoiKrtxipiov xov Beox> (v. 22b) 
C ev nvei>\xaxi (v. 22c) 
The emphasis is that the 'building' is made into a unity by means of Christ 
who is perceived presumably as the bonding factor that holds the various parts in 
mutual harmony and oneness 7 8 The whole 'building' is understood metaphorically as 
a community (cf. 1 Cor. 3.9, Geov oi.Ko8ou/ri).79 It is 'in' or 'through' Christ (ev ct>) 
that members of the building-community firmly adhere together.80 The underlying 
assumption is probably that the interconnectedness of the various members is and 
should be a characteristic of an inclusive community which constitutues a unity (cf. 
Philo, Mig. Abr. 180-181). The^ sense of a communality is made abundantly clear by 
the term ouvap^o^oyovuivTi, denoting that the various parts of the building-
7 7 See further Wills, Repetition, 43-264, esp. 173-186. 
7 8 In Hellenistic Jewish thought, the same role is attributed to the 'Word (of God)' which is the bond of 
all existence: see e.g. Philo, Fug. 112; cf. idem, Plant. 9-10; Quis Rer. Divin. Her. sit 188; cf. Cicero, 
Nat. Deorumii J15. 
i 7 9 The same word is used not infrequently in the OT (Heb. P133D) as the 'house of God': see e.g. 1 Chr. 
26.27; 1 Esdr. 5.62-63, 73; cf. Matt. 24.1 par. Mark 13.1-2. The present reading n&oa oiKoSoufi is 
supported by x* B D F G ¥ with the majority of cursives. There is no good reason to read our present 
phrase as 'every building' that grows together to form a grand complex edifice. See further Middleton, 
Greek Article, 158, who concluded that the syntax here (i.e. n&q + Substantive) points towards meaning 
which is equivalent to 8A,oc,; Zerwick, GA 582; Bruce, 'Ephesians,' 307; Schnackenburg, 124; Lincoln, 
Ephesians, 124,156; Comfort, 'Temple,' 923-925, here 925. 
8 0 McKelvey, Temple, 115 understands the phrase &v $ as conveying more than an instrumental sense: 
it has organic overtones and approximates in sense to the expression 'in Christ' (2.13). I therefore 
diasgree with Schlier, Christus, 57f., who contends that there is a direct link between the thought and 
vocabulary of our letter and that of gnostic ideas, namely the o&\xo. of a redeemer and a heavenly 
oi,Ko5ouT|; cf. Michel, '01x0800^1,' here 145. 
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community are 'fitted' or joined together.81 The same metaphor of 'fitting together' is 
used in 4.16. There it is transferred to the 'body of Christ', where the verb is 
understood as having a physiological sense. 
The building-community is conceived dynamically, since it 'grows into a holy 
temple' (av^ex eiq vccov ayiov)8 2. The importation of the biological language into the 
architectonic terms prevents one from treating the image as in any sense static and 
concrete analogously with images like the body and the flock.8 3 In our present 
passage, the underlying assumption of the animate nature of the 'building' or 'holy 
temple' is probably that 'in the (exalted) Lord' (ev K-upicp) there cannot be dead 
material, and, as we shall see, the 'dwelling place' of the living God cannot be 
lifeless.84 There can be little doubt that the author is employing one of the most 
prominent motifs in Jewish tradition: the 'holy temple' is a place of high pathos for 
most devout Jews (1 Sam. 1.9; 3.3; 2 Sam. 22.7; Dan [Theod.] 3.53; Jdth 4.2; Sir. 
49.12; Tob. 1.4; PAz 31; cf. Matt. 23.16-21; Mk. 15.38, par. Luke 23.45; Luke 1.9, 
21-22; 2 Thess. 2.3; Josephus, Ant. 15.391; Bell. 5.207, 209).85 This would be true 
not only when the temple still stood, but also when the temple was no longer there (cf. 
8 1 The passive voice of our verb probably suggests that the implied subject is God himself. See further 
Dunn, TP A, 402-403; Kellermann, 'owapnoXoyauuivTi,' 298-299; Whitaker, 'ffOvapp.oXoyo'Oufivov 
KXK.; 48-49; BAGD, s.v. 
8 2 The verb is-used quite often in a biological sense in the NT: see e.g. 1 Cor. 3.6-7; Col. 1.6; Matt. 
. 13.32; Mark. 4.8; Matt. 13.32; Luke 12.27, 13.19; Sir. 39.13. If we were to take into account the logical 
"relations between the passive participle oT)vapu.ota>YO'uu£vT| which occurs before the finite verb ati^ei, 
the participle would refer to an antecedent action, as the following translation shows: 'In whom the 
whole structure, having been fitted together, (then) grows into the holy temple'. This is better than 
interpretations which involve inserting a conjunction (e.g. NRSV). See further Zerwick, BG, NUM. 363, 
371; Porter, Verbal Aspect, here 381-389; cf. idem, Idioms, 187-189. 
8 3 McKelvey, Temple, 119; Bruce, Ephesians, 306-307; MuBner, Epheserbrief, 95; Lona, Eschatologie, 
350-351, etal. 
8 4 Perhaps the closest parallel to our present passage is that of 1 Pet. 2.4-5, where God's temple is 
made up of 'living stones' (vv. 4-5). Allison, '4Q403,' has noted that the inanimate objects in God's 
heavenly temple are living creatures. 
8 5 The distinction between iep6v and voc6<; in either meaning or range is very thin. 
255 
2 Esdr.; Test. Sol. 1.1-2; 2 Apoc. Bar. 7.1-8.5; m. Aboth 6.1-10, etc).86 For the devout 
Jews the Temple is the focus of the holy land of covenant promise and the place 
which God had appointed as the primary expression of his presence on earth. The idea 
of a building-community that 'grows into a holy Temple' means that the centre of the 
Jews' symbolic universe is now redefined in dynamic terms.87 The author may well 
have thus signalled a gloomy assessment of those who had kept a very high view 
about the 'earthly' (Jerusalem) temple - be it in the past or future - as the fundamental 
expression of God's presence (e.g. 2 Sam. 22.7; Ezek. 40-48; Tob. 1.4; Add Est. 14.9; 
Bar. 1.8,14; PAz 31; 2 Mace. 15.32; 1 Esdr. 1.55; 5.70; 2 Esdr. 1.33).1 
The high point of the author's argument, however, is to underscore the 
interrelatedness of the Gentiles with other members who constitute the Temple. This 
is made most evident when he argues that the Gentiles are also built into the 
'dwelling-place of God'. The phrase ziq KOCToiKTYtripiov %ox> Qeov takes up the 
image of the holy temple (eiq vaov ciyiov), conveying the sense of 'entrance' 
(eisodus).ss The framework here is, again, Jewish. For the bulk of devout Jews, the 
'dwelling-place of God' (KaxownxT|piov TOV Qeov) often means the habitation of 
God either in the Jerusalem temple (e.g. Exod. 15.17; 1 Kgs. 8.13; Ps. 75.3; 1 Esdr. 
1.50; 2.5; Philo, Plant. 47) or in heaven (e.g. 1 Kgs. 8.39,43,49; 2 Chron. 30.27; Ps. 
32.13-14; 3 Mace. 2.15). The Gentiles are alloted the proper 'space' in the holy 
8 6 Despite the fact that there were 'other' temples that rivalled that in Jerusalem, the Temple in 
Jerusalem was regarded as the one legitimate sanctuary where the name of God chose to dwell: see e.g. 
DeuL 12.5; 16.2; 26.2; Josephus, Ant. 11.306-312, 321-324; 12.254-258. For the significance of the 
Jerusalem Temple as the one legitimate sanctuary for the vast majority of Jews in the land of Israel and 
in the Diaspora, see esp. the discussion of Hayward, Jewish Temple, passim; Schiirer, HJPAJC, 2.237-
313; Dunn, Partings, 57-74. 
8 7 The emphasis of the building-community as the 'temple' is characteristically Pauline: see e.g. 1 Cor. 
3.16-17; 6.19; 2 Cor. 6.16. A possible paralle to the 'dynamic terms' of the temple being built may be 
apparent in 4 Ezra 10, in which the heavenly temple is described as one which is in the process of 
'being built'. 4QShirShab provides evidence for the notion that parts of the heavenly temple could be 
conceived as animate beings. I am very grateful to Dr. Stuckenbruck for this particular insight. 
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dwelling (= 'house') of God.89 An exposition like that has evidently made irrelevant 
topographical, ethnic and social distinctions, that is, in the temple-community that is 
now perceived as God's 'living temple-house' (cf. 1 Cor. 3.16; 6.19; 2 Cor. 6.16-
18).90 Indeed this exposition is well calculated to impress the Gentile recipients with 
a profound sense of the nobility of the honour into which they now enter.91 It also 
means that the traditional Jewish meaning of the 'holy' temple is 'transcoded' and 
given a new twist as the non-Jews are also allotted a proper place in the temple, that 
is, 'by the Spirit' (ev nvetyaxi). The author probably refers to the Spirit as the new 
criterion by which the Gentiles' position in the temple-community is to be judged, in 
contrast to the 'flesh' (ev oapxi, v.l 1). It is safe to say that the Spirit has become the 
new identity-consolidating and redefining marker for the Gentiles: whereas the 
'flesh' conjures up a picture of a divided humankind, i.e. of 'Gentiles in the flesh' 
and the 'circumcision in the flesh', the 'Spirit' language here is meant to lay bare the 
inclusiveness of the new Temple in which Gentiles are integral components. In short, 
the usefulness of temple symbolism is that it enables the author to transpose the 
Gentiles from the periphery the centre of the Jewish symbolic world while 
sustaining the traditional notion that the 'temple' is still the holy space of God's 
presence.92 
8 8 See also Lincoln, Ephesians, 158, who concludes that the preposition eiq in v. 22 should be read in a 
telic sense with the adjacent KaTOiKtirfpiov TO$ 8eo$, indicating 'the goal of the building process'. 
8 9 Gnilka, Epheserbrief, 158-159; Lincoln, Ephesians, 158; Lona, Eschatologie, 351; Schnackenburg, 
124-125; MuBner, Epheser, 95; Lindemann, Epheserbrief, 54-55; Schlier, Epheser, 144. 
9 0 Cf. 4QFlor. 1-4, where the Gentiles, alongside the 'deformed', were excluded from the 'holy ones', 
i.e. the covenanted community; 1QS 8.4-12. 
9 1 In Jewish Hellenistic thought, the idea of the 'soul' as God's house is common: see e.g. Somn.. 
1.149; Sato. 62; Cher. 98,106. 
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5.4 Concluding Remarks 
We may conclude this chapter of our study by observing some significant 
characteristics of w . 19-22. The author rounds off his argument in w . 19-22 by 
encapsulating some vital implications of Christ's reconciling work for the Gentile 
readers vis-a-vis other members who constitute a community, and, for their relation 
to the 'holy ones'/Israel of God. 
The Gentiles and the 'holy ones' are now on the same side - be it in a 
community or in a new 'body politic' (a sympoliteial). The language of 'politics' 
which our author employed in v. 19 not only takes up some aspects of vv. 11-12 in 
which the Gentiles were deemed 'aliens of the covenants of the promise' and were 
estranged from the Jewish 'body politic', it is also akin to that of the political 
theorists in the classical world, where city-state life was to most Greeks and Romans 
the normative pattern of human existence. No Greeks or Romans could miss what the 
author was trying to do with the 'political' language. His was the language of 
inclusion. His aim is to assure the Gentiles that the community or 'body politic' to 
which they belong transcends the old division of 'us'/citizens and 'them'/aliens. His 
vision of ari ideal community, however, can be understood only if his arduous effort 
to overcome the polarisation of humankind is fully appreciated. What is in view is 
therefore the idea of surmounting of polarity, which is occasioned by the divisions of 
humankind: - the divisions of 'citizens' and 'aliens', the 'circumcision' and the 
'uncircumcision', and, not least, the 'far of f and the 'near'.93 The new community is 
9 2 See e.g. Tob. 14.4-5; Jdth. 9.1; Add. Esther E 14.9; Sir. 47.13; Bar. 3.24; 1 Mace. 7.37; 2 Mace. 
15.32; 1 Esdr. 1.55; 2.4; 5.56-57;; 6.2,19-20, 26; 8.55,79; 3 Mace. 2.18. 
9 3 The idea is readily taken up by gnostic writers in a later period, but in itself the concept of 
overcoming of divisions is not gnostic. 
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marked by undisguised inclusivism and is based on the assumption that Christ's 
reconciling work has reconciled Jews and Gentiles. 
The use of the various architectonic terms to describe the interrelatedness of 
the members who constitute a building-community are prompted by the author's 
effort to promote a community that overcomes 'us-them' divisions. To consolidate 
the Gentiles' position in the holy temple/dwelling of God and to emphasise their 
togetherness with other members who constitute the community amount to the same 
thing: these are simply ways of reinforcing the normality of a community and of 
implying the insignificance of those factors that engender distinctions and 
disintegration - be it in a 'body politic' or in a 'household' (cf. vv. 12, 19). The same 
motif and concern is clearly echoed elsewhere in the letter (e.g. 4.3, 15-16; cf. Col. 
2.19). 
What gives the Gentiles' corporate identity its distinctiveness is that 
humankind (rather than the static Temple) has become God's living temple-house 
and the 'realm' of God's real presence that is determined by the criterion of the 
'Spirit', in contrast to the 'fleshf (see v. 11). It may fairly be claimed that the author's 
attitude to the Temple implies that he has put what had been hitherto the primary 
expression of God's presence in question. All in all, this attitude is based on the 
conviction that topographical, ethnic and social distinctions are no longer relevant. 
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Chapter 6 
Summary and Conclusions 
6.1 Concluding Remarks 
It is appropriate now to summarize briefly some of our findings of the 
preceding chapters and to draw together the threads of the study as a whole. In 
general, it may fairly be claimed that the theme of the connections between Jewish 
attitudes toward the Gentiles and ethnic reconciliation has not been given sufficient 
attention in previous studies of Christian origins in general, and, not least of 'Pauline 
Christianity' in particular. The present study of the dynamic between Jewish attitudes 
toward the Gentiles and ethnic reconciliation according to Eph. 2 has attempted to f i l l 
that gap. Indeed we will not fully understand the significance of ethnic reconciliation 
until we have grasped something of these attitudes. 
We began our introductory chapter by surveying the previous scholarship 
which has been hampered by too rigid an understanding of 'Pauline Christianity'. This 
can be attributed substantially to scholarly tradition whose hermeneutical 'grid' has 
been derived from the philosophy of dialectics or the Protestant Reformation. The 
'new perspective(s) on Paul', however, shifts our perspective back to first century 
Judaism and enables us to penetrate fully into the historical context of first century 
Jews and Judaism. Because we cannot fully appreciate what the author is affirming (or 
repudiating) unless we recognise the importance of that 'context', we have taken pains 
to describe in Chapter 2 some of the relevant Jewish features and demonstrated them 
by focussing particularly on Eph. 2.1-10 and attempting to set it as fully as possible 
into its historical context. Indeed the uncontroversial a priori of Jewish context 
conceals many explosive issues: how much was our author influenced by Jewish 
ideas? Does he wish to speak about his Gentile addressees from a Jewish perspective? 
Does his status as a Jew also create for him a convenient 'pre-text' so that he could 
reiterate the perspective of other Jews about the Gentiles in his representation of it? 
These questions, I believe, have been sufficiently addressed in this study. 
We have paid sufficient attention to the question of 'representation' or 
characterisation and suggested that our understanding of Jewish attitudes toward the 
Gentiles and the characterisation of the latter can be understood only if we give the 
author's characteristically Jewish language, terminology, thought and ideas their due 
weight. We have also paid particular attention to the author's Jewish perspective in 
which he heightens the boundary between different human groups by attaching 
negative valence to the Gentiles (e.g. they walked according to the 'Aion of this 
world, according to the prince of the power of the air'). 11 have demonstrated that the 
language of 'powers' in Eph. 2.2 had become for our author a means of dividing 
human groups, establishing the differences between them, suggesting wherein their 
'otherness' lies. It is safe to say mat ethnography provides a way into the author's 
statements about the Gentiles. His method of explanation is not altogether 
unparalleled in ancient historiographers: he has perceived the Gentiles from within 
Israel (or in 'ethnocentric' terms) by articulating a well-established Jewish theology in 
which the particularism of Israel's election and the universalism of monotheism were 
closely integrated. His 'powers' language thus reveals as much about his Jewish 
perspective as about the Gentiles. It would be wrong, however, to surmise that the aim 
of his representation of the Gentiles is to pass a negative verdict on the Gentiles (2.1-
See my discussion of Eph. 2.2 in section 2.3.1 and 2.3.2, respectively. 
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2). Still less was there a penetration into Christian thinking of a mythological 
conception of syncretism which came to play an important part in Gnosticism {contra 
Sasse), for the Jews (according to the 'new perspective' which takes into account the 
thought world of first century Judaism) were quite capable of borrowing various 
names of 'foreign' deities and putting them to the service of such religious 
convictions as monotheism and Israel's distinctiveness. I have also demonstrated in 
Chapter 2 that the key to understanding the author's characterisation of the Gentiles is 
the recognition that the negative verdict on the Gentiles represents but a preamble to 
his arduous effort to surmount the social distance between Jews and Gentiles. This is 
made most evident in his rhetoric of admission and conciliation in which he lays bare 
the fact that the Jews (himself included) were in no better position than the Gentiles, 
although the idea of Israel's status was never put in question (2.3). His argument is to 
evoke the need for the promptings of divine grace and love toward humankind (2.4-
10). His negation of both 'faith' and 'works' as sources of salvation is meant 
fundamentally to lead the Gentile readers on to the surpassingly rich grace of the one 
God and creator and to evoke thoughts of humility in them (2.8-10). It would be 
wrong therefore to suggest }that Ephesians consists of a polemic against meritorious 
works. Rather, the author's rhetoric of negation is based on the assumption that 
human beings, their acceptance of God's salvation by 'faith', and, 'works' - be it 
works as produced by human hands or 'works of the Law' - all owe their entire 
existence to the creator God. Human boasting, contriving or manipulation can 
therefore be dismissed on the sole ground of their creatureliness. 
In Chapter 3 we saw the author of Ephesians as adopting a more subtle 
approach in unraveling the Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles. His characterisation 
of the Gentiles in Eph. 2.11-12 reveals a distinctively Jewish perspective, and, more 
262 
importantly, tells us much about the Jews. We have taken pains to describe the self-
understanding of the 'circumcision'/Jews as being God's chosen, distinguished and 
separated from the 'uncircumcision'/Gentiles. We have paid particular attention to the 
estrangement between Jew and Gentile, which can be best explained by the hypothesis 
that the Gentiles were perceived by the Jews through the 'grid' of covenanted 
ethnocentrism. Indeed covenantal ethnocentrism had become the principal basis on 
which the Gentiles were deemed to be outside the orbit of the elect of God and Israel's 
God-given grace. We concluded in the same chapter that the task of the author is not 
so much to reclaim Israel's blessings on behalf of his Gentile recipients as to exhibit 
his de-constructive strategy which provides a resolution to one of the thorniest issues 
regarding two ethnic groups: can Jew and Gentile, the two estranged human groups, 
be one (people of God)l And if so, howl He has set out to answer this question by 
arguing that the Messiah Jesus is the antidote to the alienation between Jews and 
Gentiles (pace Merklein). But before this could happen, it is necessary to deconstruct 
the marginal status of the Gentiles who were deemed to lie at the fringe of the Jewish 
world, i.e. by dismantling the fdivisive factors which are ingrained in covenantal 
ethnocentrism. The question, however, is not so much that the author no longer 
wishes to speak of the Gentiles as being included in Israel,2 but is rather that the 
insular nature of Judaism (covenantal ethnocentricity), with which the author 
grapples, has made the inclusion impossible in a straightforward manner unless the 
notion of (God's) Israel is drastically redefined. Given the fact that the Gentiles had 
been estranged from the 'body politic of Israel' by the 'circumcision'/Jews who 
2 See e.g. Richardson, Israel, who writes: 'Within the Church, Gentiles in origin must always remember 
that they started out with a disadvantage and had to be drawn near to participate in the ancient 
privileges which Israel offered' (157), failed to account for the ethnic factor which led to the 
estrangement of Jews and Gentiles; cf. Baur, History, 124, who contends that the Gentiles have 
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practised ethnocentrism, it is not at all likely to speak of the inclusion of the Gentiles 
in Israel without also making the latter proselytes. This best explains why the author 
was reticent in his later argument to speak unequivocally about the inclusion of 
Gentiles into 'Israel', for the not inconsiderable reason that the latter has turned 
ethnocentric and that the inclusion means the Gentiles are inevitably absorbed in an 
ethnocentric Judaism (contra Barth, Richardson). The more important task for him is 
how to speak of Jews and Gentiles as one without giving the impression that the 
Gentiles are incorporated into an Israel which was defined and perceived by the Jews 
in a narrowly ethnic sense. This means that the meaning of an exclusive, ethnic-
oriented 'body politic of Israel' would need to be transposed into an inclusive 
community-body before he could truly speak of the Gentiles and the 'holy ones'/Jews 
as being the fellow-members of a single citizen-body (v. 19). In Chapter 4 we saw the 
metaphors of 'one new man' or 'one body' being introduced to achieve this particular 
end. 
We also pointed out that a major weakness with previous treatments of Eph. 
2.14-18 has been a lack of appreciation for the close connections between the 
exclusive Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles and the author's encomiastic 
statements about Christ. Indeed previous scholarship has been substantially hampered 
by its attempt to 'discover' a preformed material in Eph. 2.14-18, failing to recognise 
the discussion in Eph. 2.11-13 which sets the parameters for understanding Eph. 2.14-
22. Rather than a 'parenthesis' or 'digression', which is tangential to the primary 
design of the author's argument, I suggested that w . 14-18 cannot be fully understood 
in isolation from vv. 11-13. Indeed Eph. 2.14-18 represents the author's ingenious 
received a share in that which the Jews had received before, and thus Christianity is not the absolute 
religion in which Judaism and Paganism are alike absorbed. 
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attempt to set in comparison with the magnanimity of Christ the Jewish attitudes 
toward the Gentiles (vv. lib-12). What becomes immediately clear in his attempt to 
amplify Christ's magnanimity toward humankind is that this was prompted by the 
Jewish tendency to exclude, and this endeavour has two striking effects. At its heart 
lay the power of the author's language via amplificatio to induce the Gentile recipients 
for whom he wrote to emulate the noble qualities of Christ, namely, Christ's 
undisguised inclusivism in which humankind could be made one. He maximises the 
expedient, noble act of Christ who brings peace to an estranged humanity, whose 
death has in his perception provided a new framework, i.e. pax Christi within which 
mutual acceptance or 'the oneness of spirit' between Jews and Gentiles may then be 
filled out (v. 18; cf. 4.1-6). The author is obsessed with the oneness of Jews and 
Gentiles that the Jews' access to God cannot be considered as complete without the 
Gentiles (and, vice versa). We will simply fail to grasp the import of Eph. 2.14-18 
unless we appreciate that the author wrote those encomiastic statements about Christ 
to be set in comparison with the small-mindedness of certain Jews or Judaism. The 
main aim of the encomium in fw . 14-18 is to reverse the Gentiles' hitherto dis-
advantaged status by removing the ethnic factor that has Jed to this. He has forged in 
this 'hymn-like' encomium a christological interpretation in which Christ is 
understood as one who campaigned to end ethnic estrangement and enmity and who 
restored both Jews and Gentiles to the common Father/God of all. Such community-
enhancing metaphors as 'one new man', 'one body' and 'one spirit' signalled the 
importance of 6u.6voia and were introduced to do nothing more than to reinforce the 
oneness of Jews and Gentiles. Indeed these metaphors are meant to put the exclusive 
Jewish 'body politic' and Jewish conception about humankind in question, but they 
never question the legitimacy of Israel as God's choice. There is therefore no good 
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grounds to suggest that these metaphors are meant to replace Israel as the new people 
of God except to reconfigure, respectively, the exclusive 'body politic of Israel' which 
is based on a particular ethnos and the Jewish definition of humankind by marking off 
and separating the Jews from the nations. 
In Chapter 5 we saw some vital implications of Christ's reconciling work for 
the Christian Gentiles and, not least, for their relation to Israel. We have paid 
particular attention to the language that signals the author's all-embracing perspective 
in which an ideal community is (and should be) marked by inclusiveness and concord 
in Eph. 2.19-22. We have demonstrated that he is obsessed not only with the oneness 
of Jews and Gentiles but also with the way in which this oneness can be forcibly 
expressed. The underlying assumption of his argument is, as we have demonstrated, 
that a genuine concordance could and should be made possible out of ethnic 
differences rather than of similarities. To achieve this goal, he has introduced, 
respectively, two major topoi from ancient political theorists and from the Jewish 
Temple to face down the 'us-them' divisions, to forge the idea of sameness and to 
consolidate a close relationship/of Gentiles with other members of an inclusivistic 
community* It may be fairly claimed that no Greeks or Romans who recognised the 
city-state was the normative pattern of human existence and the primary framework of 
reference would have missed what the author was trying to do and achieve with his 
language of 'politics' in 2.19.3 The same can be said about the topos of 'temple' 
which always generates an ambience of high pathos for most devout Jews, be it still 
standing or destroyed. The Gentiles, on the basis of Christ who surmounted human 
divisions that had kept different ethnic groups apart from one another, are on the same 
3 See especially de Ste Croix, Class Struggle, 9-10; Mckechnie, Outsiders, 16-33; Whitehead, Metic; 
Meeks, Christian Morality, here 12-13, 37-51. 
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side with the 'holy ones'/Israel. Although we in no way know whether the 
'circumcision' who excluded the Gentiles from their 'body politic' would embrace the 
author's ideal community, we cannot rule out that he has in mind the 'circumcision' 
as belonging to the 'holy ones'. Although the author could readily suggest that 
Gentiles have become fellow-citizens with 'Israel' (2.19), he nevertheless refrained 
from making this suggestion. The fact is that the meaning of Israel had been 
transcoded and turned into an ethnically-based 'body politic' (fi noXixeia. xov 
'lapa.i\k). But with the 'holy ones', the author can now redefine the relationship of the 
Gentiles to the Israel of God afresh - a point missed by almost all commentators. 
Indeed it was possible for our author to speak and think of a renewed or expanded 
Israel in continuity with the old, with his claim here as one of several competing 
claims within the first century. In short, we will simply fail to grasp the import of Eph. 
2.19-22 and of the author's inclusivistic perspective unless we bear in mind that his 
main aim is to promote an anti-politeia (a sympoliteial) or 'temple'-community which 
is marked by undisguised inclusivism and he does so with the exclusive Jewish 
attitudes toward Gentiles fresh/ in mind. Indeed we cannot fully appreciate his 
language of inclusion in 2.19-22 without giving due weight to the Jewish tendency to 
exclude the Gentiles from Israel and Israel's God-given grace its due weight (contra 
Lincoln). While Jewish attitudes had to a great extent desocialised the Gentiles by 
reinforcing the marginal status of the latter as at the fringe (i.e. the Gentiles were 'far 
off) of Israel and Israel's blessing on the bases of an ethnos and covenantal 
ethnocentrism, the author firmly articulates on the basis of pax Christi that the 
boundaries between Jew and Gentile have been made redundant: both Gentiles and 
Jews are on the same side of the one community-body and have become fellow-
citizens. Hence we must content ourselves with the conclusion that our study has 
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highlighted which was one of the most thorniest and inescapable questions in the 
beginnings of Christianity: Who are the people of Godl To this we must say that the 
question lies at the heart of the author's inclusivistic perspective and, not least, of his 
self-understanding in which the ethnocentricity of Jews (and Judaism) is repudiated. 
Until the 'holy ones'/Jews and Gentiles become fellow-citizens and perceive 
themselves as the one people of God, the vision of our passage in Eph. 2.19-22 cannot 
be completely fulfilled (cf. Rom. 15.8-12). 
6.2 Exegetical Implications 
This understanding of the author's argument in Eph. 2 carries with it a number 
of exegetical implications. It is unnecessary to repeat the specific conclusions drawn 
at the end of each of those chapters. There are, however, a number of important points 
worth noting: 
(1) As far back as 1906 A. Jiilicher raised a question regarding what Sitz im 
Leben of the first century church'prompted the writing of Ephesians.4 Since then there 
has been no dearth of attempts variously undertaken over the generations to address 
the question of the particular situation to which Ephesians was directed. Was there a 
particular historical situation or circumstance that prompted the writing of the 
epistle?5 Was there a particular problem which the author must resolve in the body of 
4 Jiilicher, Einleitung, 127, writes: 'Aber eine klare Vorstellung iiber die Situation, in der ein Paul us 
redivivus den Eph. verfaBt hat, ist bisher nicht beschaffen worden'. 
5 See e.g. Kdster, Introduction, who writes: 'In contrast with ColossianSj Ephesians is not a true letter, 
though the two works otherwise have much in common. Ephesians was not written to a specific church 
and never alludes to a particular problem or situation of any specific church or circle of churches' 
(268); cf. Kasemann, 'Epheserbrief,' 517. 
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the letter?6 If so, where can we most probably reconstruct this situation? I have set 
forth an alternative hypothesis in this study - an hypothesis that could potentially 
contribute to a more precise understanding of the nature and purpose of Ephesians. I 
suggest one of the main issues - if not the most important issue - that shapes the 
thought of Ephesians to be the author's concern about the place of the Gentiles within 
the purpose of God and that Jewish attitudes toward them should be our starting point 
for reconstructing the general setting of the readers (contra Arnold). The author's 
statements about and references to the 'situation' are, most probably, being addressed 
in 2.1-22. The passage is meant to be an answer to the two basic questions: Why didn't 
humankind, as designated by Jew and Gentile, become one people of God, and, How 
could the two ethnic groups become onel Ephesians (a circular letter?) was written to 
the churches in Asia Minor consisting of a predominantly Gentile audience needing to 
be informed not only of what had happened to (and between) Jews and Gentiles when 
the Gentiles were 'without' Christ and why their place in the purpose of God was 
thwarted, but also of their true identity in that purpose in relation to Jews and other 
members who constitute the inclusive community. 
(2) The talk of Jev^ s and Gentiles being enthroned in the 'heavenly places' 
reflects not so much the believers' present eschatological situation as the author's 
effort to destigmatize the Gentiles' defective status: namely the Jewish perspective 
that the Gentiles are 'sub-let' to the 'prince', whose residence is the 'air'. The motif of 
heavenly enthronement suggests that the Gentiles no longer share the same space with 
the 'prince' but are enthroned in the domain to which Christ is exalted, 'far above all 
rule and power and dominion' (1.20-21; 3.10; 6.12). The heavenly enthronement is 
6 Perkins, Reading, argues that 'it is not possible to say that there is a particular problem which the 
author must resolve in the body of the letter' (195). 
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also a way of speaking of God's grace toward humankind, namely that human life 
could transcend death by passing to the higher heavenly sphere, an idea which is seen 
most often in Jewish apocalyptic writings. 
(3) There is now a broad consensus that the author of Ephesians presents us 
with a cosmic vision of the church. However, we have demonstrated in this study that 
the church-body language in Ephesians can be best understood as a community-
enhancing metaphor and that 'one body' has nothing to do with the church which is 
alleged to become the 'true Israel' (2.16). To be sure, the 'body' language is 
introduced largely to cope with the problem and results of Jewish covenantal 
ethnocentrism. Israel's status as God's choice was not an issue at all. 
(4) As far as we can tell, the designation 'one new man' in 2.15 does not refer 
to a corporate personality into whom Jew and Gentile are incorporated, but a society-
redefining metaphor which stands in stark contrast to the Jewish conception about 
mankind and the social ramifications which follow from it. It is meant to undescore a 
new humanity that overcomes the polarisation of the 'us'/'circumcision' and the 
/ 
'them'/'uncircumcision'. One cannot therefore fully appreciate the language of 
oneness without reference |o the Jewish perception about the Gentiles, and, more 
importantly, to the author's strenuous effort to integrate (in principle) two ethnic 
groups into one unified whole. 
(5) It may fairly be claimed on the basis of our study that the author of 
Ephesians has not entirely lost sight of Jews (and Judaism), but it has to be asked 
which picture of Judaism he has conjured up. He speaks in subtle terms of the Jews 
(thanks to the insights brought about by the 'new perspective(s)' and modern 
sociolinguists) who had kept a very high view of their covenantal status but who also 
viewed the world in ethnocentric terms. The author of Ephesians does not abandon 
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Judaism in favour of 'Gentile Christianity'. There is also no concrete evidence for 
Gentile triumphalism over ethnic Israel in Ephesians (contra Kasemann, Martin, 
Roetzel and others). Rather, the author's language is of a renewed and expanded 
Israel/'holy ones' in which a 'Gentile Christianity' cannot understand itself except in 
terms of the category of Israel and of Israel's blessing. 
6.3 Some Questions for Further Research 
Our analysis of Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles and ethnic reconciliation 
according to Eph. 2 also raises a number of important issues for further investigation. 
First, Does the author perceive Israel and the church as two separate entities?; 
second, Can the 'code of household duties' be seen as an extended discussion of the 
motif 'household of God'?; third, How does the language of 'powers' correlate with 
the author's effort to consolidate the new identity of the Gentiles? These questions 
deserve a full-scale inquiry in their own right, but we may at least suggest some 
tentative directions in which sucji investigation might look. 
-'•) 
6.3.1 Israel and the 'Church' [?] 
One of the unfortunate features in the Christian history of interpretation is that 
Ephesians has often been taken as a pretext for the view that the 'Church' has parted 
company with Israel (e.g. Schnackenburg, Lincoln, et at). It may be fairly claimed that 
the designation 'Israel and the church' is a theological misnomer - at least in 
Ephesians. The designation reflects more of a theological presupposition of much 
modern New Testament scholarship than of the perspective of our author. This 
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theological presupposition may substantially account for the tendency to perceive the 
'Church' as stepping in to become the 'true Israel'. The problem, however, is that 
those who embrace this particular theological presupposition have often failed to 
recognise that the meaning of Israel can be hijacked, transcoded and defined in a 
narrowly exclusivistic ethnic sense. This study has set out to argue at some length that 
what has been put in question is not the Israel of God, but the Jewish 'body politic' 
which is so confused with Israel that the Gentiles could hardly become part of it. The 
idea of the 'one body' (2.16; cf. 1.23), which the author introduces to rectify the 
exclusive 'body politic', is not a replacement of Israel but an anti-politeia. For 
scholars who see the parting of Israel and the church in Ephesians, the rationale must 
therefore be sought elsewhere. Still more importantly, this means that future research 
on the ecclesiology of Ephesians would need to take into account the function of the 
'Church'as an anti-politeia rather than a new entity outside Israel. 
6.3.2 The 'Household of God' and the Ephesian Haustafel 
The passage in Eph., 5.21-6.9 represents one of the fullest expressions of NT 
household codes (or Haustafeln, so named since Luther),7 and a great deal of effort 
has gone into attempts to identify the sources of the 'code' in the past decades.8 The 
7 See also Col. 3.18-4.1; 1 Tim. 2.8-15; 6.1-2; Tit. 2.1-10; 1 Pet. 2.13-3.7; and, subsequent Christian 
literature, Did. 4.9-11; Barn.19.7; 1 :C/emenri.3;:2I.6-9;Tolycaip,PAi£4.2-3;ignatius;'Pol4.1r5.2/:'. 
8 Useful surveys of scholarship can be found in Balch, ;Mvcr, cf. idem; 'Household Codes,'25^50. 
Dibelius, Epheser, 48-50, contends that the early church had taken over a 'schema' that was originally 
Stoic and that its household duties were slightly Christianised. The adoption meant that 'the early 
church had started to try to come to grips with the world' and to forget about the imminent end. 
Dibelius's theory is followed by Berger, 'Helenistische Gattungen,' 1031-1432, esp. 1081, who adds 
that the influence that popular gnomic traditions have had on the form oi the NT household codes must 
also be taken into account (1085); Kuhn, 'Ephesians,' 131. Dibelius's theory has been rejected by 
Crouch, Origin, who argued 'that the codes were more Hellenistic Jewish in character with only minimal 
Stoic impact. See also Scbragc, Ethics, esp. 244-256; cf. idem, 'Ethik,' 1-21; Schroeder, 'Lists, 
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predominant historical-critical modes of exegesis, for example, has put admirable 
effort into linguistic and historical matters such as the parallels in the religious 
environment of the first century C.E. The function of the 'form' in earlier extra-
biblical settings are brought across to its discussions.9 Although the Haustafel in Eph. 
5.21-6.9 has been subjected to quite intense study in the past,10 the attempts to see the 
way in which our 'code' has fitted into the argument of the entire epistle are slight.11 
Since there has been no sustained analysis of the household relations in light of the 
Ethical,' 546-547. Barth, 'Traditions,' 16, surmises that 'Eph. 5.21-33 may contain a factual, though 
critical dialogue with the Kybele-Artemis tradition' which promotes women's liberation. See also 
Osiek, Social Setting, 81-92; Towner, 'Households,' 418; Dunn, 'Household Rules,' here 49-53. 
9 The suggestion that there was in the ancient world an original or pure form, from which the NT 
'codes' derived or from which they have deteriorated has come under severe attack in recent studies, 
see e.g. Hartmann, 'Household-Code Form,' 219-232, who concludes that 'most scholars who have 
discussed the household codes have done so diachronically, explaining the Gattung, form, schema, etc, 
of the different codes as the result of taking over, inheriting, being influenced, etc, from particular 
literary or cultural circles' but 'the material that should enable us to conjecture the existence of the 
literary form household-code is very fragile, and when it comes to drawing conclusions about the 
history and thinking of the early church from this presumed literary form, the case must be even more 
fragile' (228, 230). We would need to note that the discovery of some wisdom-texts at Qumran also 
strengthens the view that household concerns should not be seen as the monopoly of the Graeco-Roman 
ethicists (Harrington, Wisdom Texts, esp. 40-48; cf. Dunn, 'Household Rules', 51-53). The way in 
which family/household relations should be ordered and preserved was a widespread concern among 
Jewish writers: see e.g. the wisdom instruction in the Qumran library (4Q416, 417, 418 [= Sapiential 
Work A]) 3.14-4.15; also lQSa 1.4-12; CD 7.6-9; Sir. 41.15-42.8/Masada 3.18-4.15. These Jewish 
writings always looked back to the Torah to undergird its teaching. See also Sir. 3.If.; Josephus, Contra 
Ap. 2.198-210; Philo, Hypotheiica 7;;lQotably, the three divisions found in Ps.-Phocylides 175-227: 
marriage (175-206); parents-children (207-222); master-slave (223-227). See further van der Horst, 
Essays, 48, who suggests that Ps.-Ph'oc. is 'a compendium of misvot for daily life which could help 
Jews in a thoroughly Hellenistic environment to live as Jews without having to abandon their interest in 
Greek culture' (48); Collins, Wisdom, 62-74, 112-121, 166-173. The format of addressee-injunction-
motivation model in the 'codes' of Ephesians concurs with Jewish wisdom traditions, see esp. Nel, 
Structure. 
1 0 See also more recently the work of Marlis Gielen, Haustafelethik, esp. 68-86, 204-315. Gielen 
contends that the 'household' (oikos) is the bed-rock of social unity in ancient society (68), and that the 
earliest Christian movement could not even begin without the household. Gielen is influenced by the 
work of Liihrmann, 'Okonomie,' 83-97, esp. 91, 93-95. Liihrmann's major thesis is that the Haustafeln 
in Ephesians and Colossians were taken over from the otKovouia-tradition, i.e. 'concerning household 
management', of the Greek world (94). Nevertheless, bom Liihrmann and Gielen have not given 
sustained analysis of the OTKCK; words in Ephesians and the way in which the author has understood the 
idea of divinely-ordained OIKOVOUAGC, and no real attention has been given to the way in which the 
theme of 'household of God' interacts with that of the Haustafel. Luhrmann's 'three-phases' 
development of the oiKovouia-tradition has borne its mark upon the work of MacDonald, Pauline 
Churches, 115-122, 136-137, who contends that the New Testament Haustafeln are influenced by the 
ethics of the Graeco-Roman society as exhibited in the topos 'concerning household management' 
(121). See also Balch, 'Household Codes', 25-50; Best, 'Haustafel 146-160; Lohse, Ethics, 138-145, 
146-155; Barclay, 'Family,' 66-80, esp. 76-77. 
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context of the rest of the primary text, a fresh attempt at a full enquiry into the 
Ephesian Haustafel is made all the more necessary in the future. The following 
questions may need to be addressed before we can make our 'response responsible' or 
avoid being disrupted by our own 'appropriative comprehension'.12 Do our author and 
the contemporary writers operate within the same conceptual framework assuming 
that the 'household' is a basic unit or microcosm of the city-state?13 Was the city-state 
of the Graeco-Roman world the chief model for our author's reflection on the 'code', 
or must the Ephesian 'code' simply be seen as a para-oiKovouicc, a 'household-
management' but grounded on a rationale of a different order?14 Can we take the 
'code' to illustrate the dialogue of early Christianity with its wider environment and 
therefore the [cultural] struggle of the early Christian movement in defining its own 
identity? Does the author conceive of his 'code' as primarily a microcosm of God's 
household (2.19), that it should reveal the essence of the author's thinking about an 
ideal community?15 A fresh attempt at a reassesment of the extent of transformation 
the author has made when he engaged with other 'models' is perhaps necessary. 
As we mentioned in our ,study, the Gentiles are designated as the 'members of 
the household of God' (oiifeioi xox> 0eo$, 2.19, see my discusion in 5.3.1). To be 
sure, the designation was employed first and foremost to forge a new identity for the 
1 1 The few exceptions are Schrage, Ethics, who contends that 'the heavily christianized Haustafel of 
Ephesians uses the Christ event to orient earthly life in the framework of secular institutions' (251); 
Fiorenza, Memeory, esp. 266-270, here 268. 
1 2 Steiner, After Babel, 318. 
1 3 See esp. Lacey, 'Patria Potestas,' 121-144, esp. 125-130. 
1 4 Liihrmann, 'Okonomie,' who advances the thought in his comparative study of the oucovouaa texts 
in the philosophical discussions and the NT texts, concluding that the Ephesian Haustafel 'takes over' 
the olKovouia-tradition of the Greeks (94). However, we may need to note that the tendency to 
redefine or 'transcode' (to use Bakhtin's expression) the existing social structure has already been 
under way in the earlier Paul when he writes: 'But our politeuma is in heaven, and from it we await a 
Saviour, the Lord Jesus Christ' (Phil. 3.20). According to Col. 1.25, Paul was entrusted to a divine 
oiKovouAa. The author of 1 Tim. has also begun to see the household as a church (rather than the 
'state'!) in microcosm, see esp. Barclay, 'Family,' 77; cf. Philo, losepho. 38-39; Praenu et Poenis 113. 
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Gentiles who were excluded by the Jews. The designation thus lays bare first and 
foremost the idea of an inclusive household.16 We may also note that the author of 
Ephesians has used other oiKoq words to reinforce the identity of the Gentiles and the 
community-body to which they belong.17 Given the frequency and pervasiveness of 
the 'household' language in Ephesians,18 it is not altogether surprising to ask whether 
he also intends his 'household code' in which various roles were given according to 
one's place in the OIKOC, to be read primarily within the framework of God's 
1 5 Cf. Philo, Quaest. Gen. 2.60; Plutarch, Fortuna Alex. 329A-B; Cicero, De Natura Deorum 2.154; 
SVF 1.262. 
1 6 See further Sailer, 'Familia,' 336-355, who concludes that the familia was a focus of honour for the 
Romans: '[T]he honour of the paterfamilias depended on his ability to protect his household, and in 
turn the virtue of the household contributed to his prestige' (353). 
1 7 See section 5.3.1 in Chapter 5. One of the most natural explanations for the frequency of oucoq 
words is that earliest Christians congregated at private homes, and that the author used the motif of 
oiKoq to blend with his understanding of the Christian community (w. 20-22; cf. 1 Tim. 3.5, 12; Mark 
11.17; John 2,16; Ezr. 7.15; Isa. 56.7; 1QS 5.6; 8.5, 9; 9.6). In our case, the OTKOC, words aid our author 
not only to consolidate identity for the Gentiles but also to cement their connections with other 
members of God's 'house' (2.20-22). The household concept has also influenced the way in which our 
author perceived the nature of apostolic and prophetic ministry, which he described as fi oiicovouia 
TO$ nwrnpiao, i.e. the 'stewardship' or 'household-administration' in connection to the mystery of 
Christ (3.9, cf. 3.4). To be sure, the oucovouicc is entrusted by God to Paul to make sure that the 
Gentiles also become 'fellow heirs, members of the same body, and partakers of the promise in Christ 
Jesus through the gospel', i.e. by implementing the decision made by God (3.6-7, cf. 1.10; cf. 4.1; 1 
Cor. 4.1-2; Col. 1.25; Tit 1.7). We may also add that the idea of oiKovouaa has already been echoed in 
the beginning of our epistle, at which the ultimate goal of God's will is 'for the oixovouicx of the 
fulness of time, namely to unify all things in the Messiah' (etc, oucovouiccv TO$ nXTipdauccTOC, trov 
Kctipcov K X X . , 1.10). In addition to this, the author also uses household/family words to depict God as 
the Father (jcaiTip) in his prayer, whose household encompasses every 'family' in the heavenly place 
and on earth (To'Craro %6piv K & U I W < D TO ydvatd (xo-o npbq tdv itatipoc, i \ o$ naoa narpidi hi 
abpavotq x a l ziC\ y% 6VOU.6I£EICXI, 3. 14-15; cf. Ex. 6.14, 15, 17, 19, 25). The point here is the 
greatness of God as a name-giver, namely He is the beginning from which every family drew its birth 
rather than 'the sanctification of lineage as a divinely-ordained gift' (pace Barclay, 'Family,' 76), cf. 
Philo Alleg. 2.15; Plato, Cratylus 401B; Cicero, Tusc. Disp. 1.62, etc. Another OTKOC, term, KatoitdcD 
(lit. 'to dwell in, to inhabit'), was used to designate the relationship between Christ and the Gentiles: 
.KaroiKfjaai T6V Xpim6v 8i& i % irixrcemc, iy xaXq xapSiau; fcuffiv (3.17); cf. Gen. 9.27; P. Fay 
12.27. The same author has also used OTKOC, word to speak of the 'building up' of the community (4.12, 
16, 29; cf. Rom. 14.19; 15.2; 1 Cor. 8.1; 14.3-5, 12, 17; 2 Cor. 10.8; 1 Thess. 5.11). However, 
household terminology used for a religious group predates our author, see e.g. Jer. 38.33; Amos 5.25; 
1QS 8.5; 9.6 (Bnip JTO); 1 Cor. 16.19, par. Rom. 16.3-5; Gal. 6.10; Phlm. 2; cf. Acts 2.46; Col. 4.15; 
1 Tim. 5.8. See further Banks, Community; Klauck, Hausgemeinde; Branick, House Church, here 13-
17; Moxnes, 'Family,' 13-41, esp. 20-26; Towner, 'Households,' esp. 418; Michel, ' O T K O C , , ' 119-159; 
Kuhli, 'oi.Kov6u.oc,,' 498-500. For discussion of the composition and definition of the Roman 
household, see esp. Gardner & Wiedmann, Roman Household, 1-29; Rawson, Family, 1-57, 170-200. 
1 8 Cf. Colossians in which its 'code' of household duties does not 'obviously connect to what goes 
before or what comes after' (Barclay, Colossians & Philemon, 68); cf. Best, 'Haustafel,' 195; Crouch, 
Origin, 9. 
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household, which is marked by its inclusiveness and oneness?19 Since the language of 
God's household is brought into the picture when the author addresses issues related 
to an alienated humanity and in particular when he reinforces the oneness of the 
people of God (vv. 19-22), it will not be out of step to ask whether the 'code' of 
household duties in 5.21-6.9 may well be a stretched-out discussion about the 
reintegration of peoples of different social pedigrees, roles and responsibilities in the 
community of God and whether the oneness of God's household on earth is part of 
God's wider 'economics' (i.e. the 'oiicovouaa of the fulness of time'). In nuce, the 
reintegration of 'all things' and particularly of restoring humanity per se is an obvious 
motif in Ephesians (e.g. 1.10; 3.2, 9) and we are more likely to make good sense of 
the significance of the Haustafel in the light of the OIKOC, motif. A fresh line of inquiry 
may be opened up in the future research, one that is likely to confirm the management 
of household is the way in which inclusivenes and oneness could be strengthened:20 
Could it be that the Ephesian Haustafel is a para-oiKovouaoc which is sensitive to 
what is appropriate within the traditional order of the OVKOC, and thus to the constraints 
1 9 Barclay rightly observes that it is in the Ephesian Haustafel that instructions are given about the 
Christian socialisation of children for the first time in Christian literature ('Family,' 76). One must, 
however, add that it is the undisguised inclusivism of God's" household which best explains why it is 
necessary to address not only the 'superiors' but also the inferiors - a point which has not been 
adequately addressed in recent scholarship on 
i 'lower-class children' in the Roman familia, see esp. Rawson, Fami/v, 170-200, who concludes that 
'the Roman familia did serve.as a community which could accomodate not only the nucleus family but 
a range of quasi-familial and other relationships and in which children seem to have had some intrinsic 
value and were able not only to survive but-even to prosper' (197); cf. idem, 'AdultrChild,' 7-30, esp. 
17-23; Bradley, Slavery, esp. 81-106. 
2 0 Dio, for example, has already drawn into use the topos of household-management in his political 
oration to urge for unity or oneness in a state-body, see esp;' Or. 38.15; Or. 5.348-351. Dio's underlying 
assumption is that the oneness of the household is always the foundation of a healthy state;- the 
household helps precisely to maintain the order of the state. The same position is, also held by Aristides, 
who claimed that the way a household is preserved - by which he meant the inferiors must obey the 
superiors - is the same as the way a state-body is preserved (e.g. Or. 24.32-35); see also Philo, losepho 
38-39. 
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of the time,21 but which would transform itself from within this accepted social reality 
by subordinating to the sovereignity of Christ, i.e. 'in the Lord??2 2 
6.3.3 The Language of Warfare and Consolidation of the Gentiles' New Identity 
The author of Ephesians was concerned about matters 'on earth' and 'in the 
heavenlies'. For him the 'powers' in the heavenly places are considered as an 
important element in God's wider 'economies' (1.10; 3.9-10; cf. 1.20-22; 2.2).23 As 
we mentioned in this study, the 'powers' ('real' though) in Ephesians could become a 
means of dividing human groups, establishing the differences between them, 
suggesting wherein their 'otherness' lies. This indication may well imply that our 
interpretation of such passages as Eph. 6.10-17 would need to take into consideration 
the use of the language of 'powers' in defining and reinforcing one's identity. If the 
Gentiles are no longer under the grip of the 'powers', who are they under now? How 
could the new identity of the Gentiles be forcibly expressed? Instead of seeing the 
final section of our epistle as consisting of some 'concluding remarks'24 or 
2 1 It is very unlikely that the Ephesian Haustafel is a defensive reaction directed against a fanatical 
overemphasis on the nearness of the eschaton (contra Kasemann). The suggestion of Barth, 
'Traditions,' namely that 'Eph. 5.21-33 niay. contain a factual, though critical dialogue with the Kybele-
Artemis tradition which promotes women's liberation' (16) is no where near the mark. 
2 2 The theory of Liihrmann, 'Haustafeln,' 94, who speaks of 'tisSbernahme der;olKovou.io>Tradition 
in den Haustafeln:..') and thinks that the Ephesian Haustafel is a wholesale 'takes over' of the Greek 
tradition of^^ oiKovo^a ('concerning household-management'); needs reappraisal; See further Hays, 
Moral Vision, who suggests that the conventional authority structures of the ancient household are 
subverted while they were left :in place; (64); Schra^ 'it is... the 
eschatological Lord who appears behind earthly authorities and social structures' (248); Lohse, who 
comments: 'There is no call for a revolutionary, reformation of society, neither the legal equality of men 
and women nor the freeing of slaves.: But powerful expression of the concept of partnership is given by 
the love commandment The present social structures remain valid, but the conduct required within 
them is now subjected to the authority of the Lord' (Ethics, 144). 
2 3 See also Srr-B 3.594; Michel, '7cocTT|p,' 53-57, here 55; cf. idem, ' O I K O 8 O U . T | , ' 144-147. 
2 4 So Lincoln; 'Stand,' 99-114, who contends' that me: aumor has created an: effective perorafto to 
bolster his readers's confidence: w. 10-18 consists of an exhortation on 'valour', a quality of a soldier; 
cf. idem, Ephesians, 430-441. Lincoln depends heavily upon the work of Burgess, 'Epideictic 
Literature,' 89-261, esp. 209-214, who concludes that warfare furnishes a theme for speeches common 
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'instruction' on how to resist the continuing powerful influence of the evil forces,25 it 
may prove fruitful if a different set of questions is asked: Does the author use the 
language of 'warfare' to fortify the identity of his Gentile readers as the people of God 
(6.12)? Given that the Gentiles who had been transposed from the realm of the 
'powers' into the realm of God (2.6, cf. 2.19), could the language of warfare serve as a 
tell-tale sign that the Gentiles had indeed parted company with the 'powers'? Could it 
be that the panoply26 (i.e. a catalogue of virtues) which the Gentile readers were urged 
to put on is simply a display of their distinguishing identity-markers worthy of the 
identity they have acquired in Christ?27 In any case, the Gentiles and the 'powers' are 
not in the same domain. A fruitful line of enquiry may well be opened up when due 
attention is given to the connections between the language of warfare and the 
maintenance of one's identity (cf. 1QM 15).28 
Wherever our future explorations may take us, it is my hope that the lasting 
impression of this study must be Judaism(s) is the substantial content of Christianity. 
Our assessment of Ephesians within the 'new perspective' which helps us to gain a 
clearer view of the first century Jews and Judaism has shown abundantly clear that the 
to almost all writers in history and that the conditions under which a general's speech is supposed to be 
delivered are those of an army at the moment of conflict. 
2 5 Arnold, Ephesians, 69, argues that all Christians are engaged in a dangerous struggle with evil spirits 
who stand contrary to God's purposes and the welfare of God's people; Cargal, 'Heavenlies,' 818. 
Dudorf, 'rt&Xn,' 331-335, suggests that the author of Ephesians draws upon the figure of a fully 
, armoured soldier who also happens to be an accomplished wrestler. The use of ndA/n. helps to impress 
upon the reader's mind that the battle being described is one in which a close-quarter struggle is 
involved. 
2 6 For a helpful discussion on the panoply of the Roman army, see e.g. Polybius, Hist. 6.22-24,26, 31, 
33, 34, 37-39; Livy, Hist. Rom., 42.34; Josephus, Bellum 3.71-97, 104, 105, 107, 108. See further 
Shelton, Romans, esp. 249-269. 
2 7 See further Hobbs, 'Warfare,' 259-273, who writes: 'Armour is not only a protective coat for the 
body, but a public display of rank and status'(266). 
2 8 The warfare language in Ephesians is not without palpable antecedents, see e.g. Isa. 59.17; 1 Mace. 
3.3; Wisd. Sol. 5.15-23; 1QM 15.6-8; 1 Thess. 5.8, etc. See further Neufeld, Armour, whose thesis is 
that the author of Ephesians has transformed the ancient tradition of the armed deity at war with the 
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theme of Jewish attitudes toward the Gentiles and ethnic reconciliation cannot be fully 
appreciated unless we give the enduring Jewish character of Christianity which is 
represented in Ephesians its due weight. It may be fairly claimed that the 'Christianity' 
which is represented by the author of Ephesians is a movement of renewal breaking 
through the boundaries within a Judaism (not all) of the first century which is marked 
characteristically by covenantal ethnocentrism. That being said, it would be wrong to 
suggest that Ephesians represents the abandonment of Judaism in favour of Gentile 
triumphalism over ethnic Israel. Rather, we should speak of a Jewish Messianic 
inclusivistic movement which transcends covenantal ethnocentrism: the Messiah 
Jesus, who is portrayed as a peace-maker in Ephesians, has come to preach peace to 
the 'far off and the 'near'. He has surmounted the social distance between Jews and 
Gentiles so that 'both' can gain access to the God of Israel in a common spirit. 
human community into a creative Christian exhortation (i.e. the saints as divine warrior are now 
engaged in the battle of the gods). 
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